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RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


FRIDAY, MAY 22, 1953 


Housr or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIvERS AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


H. R. 3054 anp H. R. 3086—Bitts To Aurnorize THE IMPROVEMENT 
or East Bastin, Los Anceites-Lona Breacn Harpor, Cauir. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a. m., Hon. 
Homer D. Angell (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Aneeti. There are two bills pending before the committee 
which we will now take up. They are H. R. 3054 by Mr. King, of 
California, and H. R. 3086, introduced by Mr. McDonough, of Cali- 
fornia, which I understand are identical bills. 

Without objection, the text of one of the bills will be set forth in 
the record. 

(The bill reads as follows :) 


LH. R. 3086, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for improvement of East 
Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, California, is hereby authorized in 
accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated February —, 19538, 
printed as House Document Numbered ——, at an estimated cost of $896,500: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent 
to April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized: 
Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 
FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS 


Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like 
to take a few minutes of the committee’s time to go into the back- 
ground of this project so as to give the committee a better under- 
standing of the bill. 

Los Angeles Harbor is one of the major harbors on the Pacific coast. 
In 1951 some 20 million tons of commerce were handled through that 

articular harbor. As early as 1946 the Congress recognized that 
fo Angeles Harbor was rapidly approac hing the point where its 
then existing facilities would be seriously taxed and directed that 
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the Corps of Engineers make a review study to determine whether 
or not any modifications to the existing project should be done. 

The corps undertook that review study and our division engineer 
submitted his recommendations to the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its review made 
several modifications and certain eliminations which I will explain in 
a minute, and then processed their favorable recommendation to the 
Chief of Engineers, who concurred with the Board and transmitted 
his report to the Bureau of the Budget for clearance with the program 
of the President. 

The Bureau of the Budget was favorable to our recommendations 
and that report is now being transmitted to the Congress for 
authorization, 

The particular bill that is under consideration this morning would 
authorize the report that the Corps of Engineers has favorably recom- 
mended to the Congress. 

I would like go to the map and explain just briefly this report. 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well. 

Colonel Minne. Los Angeles Harbor is a man-made harbor. The 
original project called for the construction of a breakwater to create 
the outer harbor and by channel dredging to maintain a channel along 
this general direction. In our review of the project our district eng- 
neer felt that additional area for future expansion of the harbor was 
required. He recommended the dredging of the so-called West Basin 
and, likewise, dredging of the East Basin. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its review felt 
that the justification for the West Basin was somewhat weak. They 
eliminated that from their project and recommended to the Chief of 
Engineers that all that be done was the dredging of this East Basin, 
which entails an area of about 80 acres in size. The particular prob- 
lem there is simply this: 

The main channel, 35 feet deep, runs in this direction and then a 
very narrow channel runs in this direction. Both of these channels 
are 35 feet deep. The city of Los Angeles has recently completed a 
very extensive terminal development involving the expenditure of 
some $8 to $10 million of private funds to build a modern terminal 
facility in this particular area adjacent to that relatively narrow 
channel. Large oceangoing liners are going to come up that channel 
to utilize those new facilities. Due to the narrow widths, the liners 
cannot turn around, but must back up some mile or mile and a half to 
the nearest turning basin and then turn around and come out. 

In addition to that backing up, there will be a very serious hazard 
to all of the installations along the area because of these big ships 
moving without much control and subjected to strong winds, so that 
they can easily get completely out of control and cause serious damage 
to nearby facilities. 

In addition to that, there is no chance for any development of any 
area due to the restricted channel. 

This project, which has been recommended by the Chief of Engi 
neers, would increase this area materially and permit the orderly 
development of terminal facilities that are so vitally required in the 
Los Angeles Harbor area. : 
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The cost of the project as recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
is $1,202,500, of which the Federal Government’s share is $896,500 and 
the non-Federal share is $306,000. 

That is the background of the project and, as I said earlier, the bill 
under consideration would authorize the project that the corps recom- 
mended to the Congress. 

There are 2 or 3 points in connction with that bill that I would like 
to bring out. The bill as written provides that local interests be reim- 
bursed for such work as may have been done upon the progent subse- 
quent to April 1, 1953. In connection with that particular statement, 
we would like to point out and make clear to local interests that budget 
requests of the iepatinan of the Army will not include funds to 
reimburse them before requests for funds which may be needed for 
projects of higher priority on the Department schedule. 

I would like to mention also that in connection with a similar bill 
introduced in the Senate, S. 1060, our comments on that particular 
bill had not cleared either the Secretary of the Army or the Bureau 
of the Budget. Consequently, what I have said with regard to this 
bill does not necessarily represent the views of either of those depart- 
ments. It is only the view of the Office of the Chief of Engineers at 
this time. 

We have no objection to the enactment of the bill subject to the 
understanding that I have just mentioned on reimbursement to local 
interests. We also have several minor modifications in language. 

In line 5 on page 1 we would like to insert between the words “the” 
and “report” oe words, “plan and subject to the conditions con- 
tained in the.” And on line 6, page 1, the word “February” should 
be eliminated and “January 23” substituted therefor. 

Mr. Angeit. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is that not an error in line 7, where you indicate 
the cost is $896,500? The estimated total cost is $1,202,500, of which 
the Federal participation is $896,500. 

Colonel Mitne. In those bills normally it has been the policy to 
include only the Federal Government cost, so that the $896,500 would 
be correct. 

Mr. Angetu. Colonel Milne, what is the proposed reimbursement 
to the city for funds already expended ? 

Colonel Miinz. This bill, if adopted by the Congress, would permit 
the city to go ahead and do the work on their own in accordance with 
the plan of the Corps of Engineers, and then be reimbursed at some 
later date. 

Mr. Aneen. Subject, of course, to the approval of the Army 
engineers ¢ 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. And, of course, subject to the appro- 
priations being forthcoming from the Congress. 

I might state that it is my understanding—and this will be verified 
ly local witnesses later—that the city of Los Angeles has started 
work on dredging in accordance with the plan we have recommended. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any precedent, Colonel, for allowing a com- 
munity to be reimbursed for money which they expend prior to the 
: ime - the authorization of a project, or the appropriation of money 

or it 
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Colonel Mitnx. Of course, that is a matter of policy for the Con- 
gress to decide, but to answer your specific question, Mr. Mack, there 
was a project, to my knowledge, authorized by the Congress a few 
years ago, the Lake Worth Inlet in Florida, which contained the 
same proviso. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Well, after all, that is a risk that the city takes. 

Colonel Miutne. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. How does Los Angeles rank as a port? 

Colonel Mitne. Twenty million tons of commerce. I will have 
to verify this, but I would say that it would put it within the first 10 
to 15. 

Mr. Macx. How much money has been expended on Los Angeles 
Harbor to date? 

Colonel Minne. The local interests in building terminals and dredg- 
ing slips and improvements have spent about $75 million. The Fed- 
eral Government in new construction has spent some $30 million with 
an additional $2 million for maintenance. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Avucurincioss. I would like to ask, Colonel, are these figures 
up to date? 

Colonel Mine. The cost figures? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Yes. 

Colonel Miinez. They are correct as of July 1, 1952. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would rather listen to the colonel’s 
statement than ask questions. I might ask one, however. Is this 
project one that has been under consideration for some time? 

Colonel Mitne. We have been authorized since 1946 to make this 
review study. The study was actually completed by the field within 
the past 6 to 7 months, but in their study I believe they worked about 
2 years on preparing the survey reports. 

Mr. Scupper. The project is of a type that is recommended by the 
engineers ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. It has a very favorable benefit-cost ratio. 
As I remember it, it is somewhat in excess of 2 to 1. 

Mr. Scupper. Then your recommendations are in favor of the au- 
thorization of the project ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. We have recommended the project, sir, and it is 
being transmitted to the Congress in the normal procedure. This 
particular bill is designed to authorize the project that we have 
reported favorably on. 

As I said earlier, the Corps of Engineers does recommend favor- 
ably on this bill. 

Mr. Scupper. Has the Bureau of the Budget recommended it? 

Colonel Mitne. The Bureau of the Budget concurred in our report, 
but on this particular bill our comments on the bill have not cleared 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any further questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneevt. On my right? 

Mr. Sreep. Colonel, have they had any serious accidents in the 
harbor already ? 

Colonel Mrxne. I cannot answer that question specifically. I would 
like to say this: That with the development of the new terminal 
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facilities by the city of Los Angeles, and the potential development of 
additional terminals, an entirely different type of traffic is going to 
utilize that channel. The type of traffic that will utilize it in the 
very near future will be large ocean-going liners, particularly cargo 
and passenger-carrying vessels 600 feet and longer, with 70- and 90- 
foot Seon That type of traffic is much different than the type that 
has been utilizing it up to now, and it would make the navigation 
conditions much more hazardous than they are at present. 

Mr. Streep. Your cost-benefit ratio does not take into account any 
losses that might come from accidents? 

Colonel Mitne. The benefits we picked up on this particular de- 
velopment would primarily be delays. If the development did not go 
through there would be delays to the traffic, and those delays represent 
dollars and cents. Those are the primary benefits we included. 

Mr. Srerp. Any losses by accidents would be in addition to that? 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aneetx. Are there any other questions of the Colonel ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Angett. Thank you, Colonel. If you have another appoint- 
ment the committee will be glad to excuse you. 

Colonel Mitne. I would like to be excused, Mr. Chairman, but 
there will be representatives from our office here in case you or the 
committee have any other questions. 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well. 

I understand Congressman King and Congressman McDonough 
are here. There are eight witnesses from California who desire to be 
heard so that they can get away. Mr. McDonough, will you take 
charge of the witnesses ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE 15TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 


CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McDonovueun. Before introducing the other witnesses I have a 
brief statement that I would like to read to the committee. 

Mr. Anoety. Very well. 

Mr. McDonoveu. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as 
the author of one of the authorization bills, H. R. 3086, recently intro- 
duced in the House, and as a former member of the Public Works 
Committee, I would like to point out to this subcommittee some of the 
background of the proposed legislation. 

This bill has for its purpose the authorization of a dredging project 
of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., in accordance 
with the approved report of the Chief of Engineers, and cleared by 
the Bureau of the Budget. The estimated cost of the improvement is 
$896,500, and a companion bill has been introduced in the House by 
Congressman King of California, being H. R. 3054, and in the Sen- 
ate by Senators Knowland and Kuchel, being S. 1060. These bills 
also provide that the Secretary of the Army is authorized to reim- 
burse local interests for sugh work as may have been done upon this 
project subsequent to April 1, 1953, insofar as the work shall be ap- 
proved by the Chief of Engineers and done in accordance with the 
project authorized. 
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An emergency exists requiring the immediate authorization of the 
project in order that the funds to be allocated therefor be included in 
the general budget now undergoing revision, so that the necessary 
expenditures may be made by the Department of the Army as soon as 
appropriations for civil functions are available, for the fiscal year 
July 1, 1953—June 30, 1954, for the following reasons: 

The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has, by applica 
tion filed nearly 4 years ago, sought to obtain the approval of the Chief 
of Engineers for the dredging of a shoal area in the east basin, Los 
Angeles Harbor, covering approximately 80 acres of water varying in 
depth from 35 feet to about 10 feet. This shoal is situated imme 
diately adjacent to a new terminal constructed by local funds which 
has already cost nearly $8 million. This substantial investment by 
local interests has been made in reliance upon the fact that since rivers 
and harbors improvements are funtions of the Federal Government 
under the Rivers and Harbors Act, and have been universally under- 
taken by the Federal Government at Federal expense throughout the 
country for many years, that such practice would be followed in this 
case. 

Now that a favorable report has been completed by the United 
States engineers and cleared by the Bureau of the Budget and other 
Federal and State agencies required by Government regulation, it is 
my earnest desire that this project be authorized by the Congress and 
that Government funds be made available at the earliest possible date 
to take care of this necessary dredging project. 

This termina] will be for the use of deep-draft vessels engaged in 
passenger and cargo service to Hawaii and other world points, and 
will generally handle world commerce in United States-fag vessels. 
The narrow channel in front of the terminal heretofore dredged at 
Federal expense is of insufficient width (200 feet) to permit maneuver- 
ing of the class and size of vessels requiring the use of this facility 
and, consequently, the terminal when completed will be of little value 
for the purpose for which it is constructed until the dredging project 
is accomplished. 

Huge ocean liners, such as the steamship Lurline, 631 feet long, 
with 80-foot beam and approximately 30-foot draft, and large ships 
of the type of the steamship Washington and steamship America, 
require not less than 35 feet of water and sufficient room to maneuver 
and turn alongside of the terminal. If other vessels are moored at 
the dock, the shoal area opposite the terminal must be completely 
removed, otherwise such vessels cannot be brought into or leave the 
facility. 

The terminal is one of the largest and most efficient of its kind ever 
constructed and will be of inestimable value from a national defense 
standpoint in time of war as a point of embarkation for military per- 
connel, tanks, gums, airplanes, and so forth. It is strategically situ- 
ated for such military use from the standpoint of accessibility to rail 
and truck transportation and is in a protected location in the inner 
harbor. 

Because the dredging project has been recommended by the Depart- 
ment of the Army, and representatives of the Chief of Engineers are 
here so to testify, this work would, if not undertaken now, doubtless 
be completed at Government expense at some time in the future. 
Since the huge terminal is now nearing completion and cannot be 
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utilized until this dredging work is done, it has become necessary for 
local interests to advance funds for dredging operations subsequent 
to the introduction of these bills in February of this year. In view of 
the fact that no Federal appropriation was immediately available, 
and no omnibus bill appeared likely this year, it was necessary for 
local interests to advance funds and start work on this project subse- 
ay nt to April 1, 1953, in order to have adequate access to the terminal 
by the time of its completion, July 11, 1953, and be reimbursed for 
immediate expense by the Federal Government at a later date. This 
work is now going forward in accordance with the requirements and 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

I would like to introduce representatives of the Los Angeles Harbor 
Commission, including the president of the board of harbor commis- 
sioners, the chief harbor engineer, the harbor attorney, the operating 
head of the Matson Navigation Co. of southern ( ‘alifornia, the master 
of the flagship of the Matson fleet, steamship Lurline, one of the ships 
that will utilize the terminal, and other supporting witnesses. These 
gentlemen will touch upon the various phases of the subject for con- 
sideration of this committee and will illustrate the necessity for this 
request. 

[ have the following resolutions and supporting statements for the 
information of this committee in favor of the project and would like 
to submit them at this time: 

A resolution of the Council of the City of Los Angeles. 

A resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los 
Angeles. 

Resolution of the Propeller Club, port of Los Angeles-Long 
Beach. 

Resolution of Pacific American Steamship Association. 

Resolution of Los Angeles Steamship Association. 

6. Letter of Maritime Administrator, United States Department of 
Commerce. 

7. Copy of letter addressed to Mr. Joseph M. Dodge, Director of 
the Budget, signed by 14 Congressmen of the southern California 
delegation. 

8. Letter of the president of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. 

9. Favorable report of the Department of the Army, Chief of 
Engineers. 

10. Resolution of the National Federation of American Shipping, 
Ine. 

Mr. AneeL.. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION—CITY oF Los ANGELES 


Whereas the port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new 
terminal at berths 195-198, east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, to be 
assigned to Matson Navigation Co. for use as a general passenger and freight 
terminal in American steamship service engaged in world commerce; and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date approximately $8 million to insure that said facility will be one of the finest 
terminals of its kind ever constructed ; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear ‘span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 43 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo-handling pur- 
poses, will be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels, such as the Lurline, to use the 
terminal; and 
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Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommending 
the widening of said east basin channel at Federal expense by dredging a tri 
angular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said termi 
nal, at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, is 
now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engineering 
and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of President 
Eisenhower's policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process of revi 
sion; and 

Whereas, in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit 
the opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has 
let a contract for a portion of the dredging, at local expense, totaling approxi 
mately $457,000; and 

Whereas three bills now pending consideration by the Committees on Publi 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States have been introduced by 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough an Cecil R. King, respectively, and by) 
Senators William I. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R 
3086, H. R. 3054, and 8S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local 
interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project ; and 

Whereas the Council of the City of Los Angeles is vitally interested in th 
improvement of the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and 
deepwater traffic in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor as a means of keeping pac« 
with the increasing demands of the growing industry and population of the cit 
of Los Angeles and surrounding areas: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this council that the Congress of the United 
States and the several committees who will be called upon to consider the bills 
aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills and the Director of the Budget 
be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the improvement of 
the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in said bills at 
United States Government expense, and that Federal funds be made available in 
the 1954 budget, now undergoing revision, to provide moneys to reimburse loca! 
interests for sums expended to carry on said project and to complete the same 
in accordance with said report of the Chief of Engineers; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin 
United States Senate, chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon 
Prescott S. Bush, United States Senate, chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Cor 
trol, Rivers and Harbors, of the Senate: Hon. Styles Bridges, United States Sen 
ate, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the Senate; Hon. George A. Don 
dero, Member of Congress, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House of 
Representatives ; Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member of Congress, chairman, Subcom 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors of the House; Hon. John Taber, Member of Con- 
gress, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the House: and Hon. Glenn R 
Davis, Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and 
Military Construction of the House. 

Presented by Councilman John 8. Gibson, Jr. 

Seconded by Councilman L. FE. Timberlake. 

1 hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Council of 
the City of Los Angeles at its meeting of May 11, 1953. 

Water C. Pererson, City Clerk. 
By A. M. Morris, Assistant City Clerk. 


County or Los ANGELEs, 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Los Angeles, May 12, 1953 


The board met in regular session. Present: Supervisors John Anson Ford, 
*hairman, presiding; Herbert C. Legg; Kenneth Hahn; Burton W. Chace; and 
Jessup; and Harold J. Ostly, clerk, by Ray FE. Lee, deputy clerk 


1. IN RE WIDENING OF EAST BASIN CHANNEL, LOS ANGELES HARBOR: RESOLT’TION 
URGING FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO MAKE FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR THE PROJECT IN ITS 
1954 BUDGET 


On motion of Supervisor Chace, unanimously carried, it is ordered that the 
following resolution be, and the same is hereby, adopted: 

Whereas the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles has 
constructed a terminal at berths 195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, to 
be assigned to the Matson Navigation Co. for use as a general passenger and 
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reight terminal, and has expended to date approximately $8 million on the 
pre ject ; and 
Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels such as the Lurline to use the termi- 
nal, and the Chief of Army Engineers has submitted a report recommending the 
widening of said East Basin Channel at Federal expense at an estimated cost of 
$896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense; and 
Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit 
the opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Board of Harbor Commis- 
sioners of the City of Los Angeles has let a contract for a portion of the dredg- 
ng at local expense, totaling approximately $457,000 ; and 
Whereas three bills now pending consideration by the Committee on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States have been introduced by 
Congressman Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, and by Senators William 
F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, which bills provide for reimburse 
ment to local interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of the said dredg 
ng project: Therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Federal Government be, and it is hereby, urged to make 
ivailable in its 1954 budget now under revision, necessary funds to reimburse 
ocal interests for sums expended on the project and to carry on and complete 
the same in accordance with the said report of the Chief of Army Engineers. 
| hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolu- 
which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los An- 
ss, State of California, on May 12, 1953, and entered in the minutes of said 
d 
HARoLp J. OstLy, 
County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles, State of California, and er 
Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of Said County 
By Ray E. LEE, 
Deputy Clerk. 


RESOLUTION OF PROPELLER CLUB, Port OF Los ANGELES-LONG BrEAcH 


Whereas maintenance and improvement of the navigable channels in the Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors is of vital importance to this community and to 
the purposes of national defense: and 

Whereas the port of Los Angeles has constructed a new terminal at berths 
195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor for use as a general passen- 
ger and freight terminal in American steamship service engaged in world 
ommerce ; and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended sub 
tantial funds to insure that said facility will be one of the finest terminals of its 

nd ever constructed ; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 48 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo-handling purposes, 

ill be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels to use the terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommending 
the widening of said East Basin Channel at Federal expense, by dredging a 
triangular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said 
terminal, at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engineering 
and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of President 
Kisenhower'’s policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process of 
revision ; and 

Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit the 
opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has let 
# contract for a portion of the dredging at local expense, totaling approximately 
$457,000; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States, have been introduced hv 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by 
Senators William F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 
S086, H. R. 3054, and 8S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local 
interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project; and 

Whereas the Propeller Club, port of Los Angeles-Long Beach, is vitally inter- 





10 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


ested in improving the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and 
deep-water traffic in Pacific-coast ports in general and in Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor in particular: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States and the several committees 
who will be called upon to consider the bills aforesaid, together with the authors 
of said bills, and the Director of the Budget, be urged to undertake at the earliest 
possible date the improvement of the East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
provided for in said bills, at United States Government expense, and that Federal 
funds be made available in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision, to provide 
moneys to reimburse local interests for sums expended, to carry on said project 
and to complete the same in accordance with said Report of the Chief of Engineers ; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin, 
United States Senator, chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon 
Prescott S. Bush, United States Senator, chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Con- 
trol, Rivers and Harbors, of the Senate: Hon. Styles Bridges, United States 
Senate, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the Senate: Hon. George A 
Dondero, Member of Congress, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House 
of Representatives: Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member of Congress, chairman, Sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House: Hon. John Taber, Member of 
Congress, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the House; and Hon. Glenn 
R. Davis, Member of Convress. chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and 
Military Construction of the House. 


oe 


RESOLUTION OF PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new 
terminal at berths 195-198, east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, to be 
assigned to Matson Navigation Co. for use as general passenger and freight 
terminal in Pacific American steamship service: and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date approximately $8 million to insure that said facility will be one of the 
finest terminals of its kind ever constructed ; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 43 acres of back land for parking and cargo-handling purposes will 
be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels, such as the steamship Lurline, to use 
the terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers, recommending 
the widening of said east basin channel at Federal expense by dredging a 
triangular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said 
terminal at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of Mr. Joseph M. Dodge, Director of the Budget, for analysis 
of engineering and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the 
light of President Eisenhower’s policy with respect to the 1954 budget, now in 
process of revision; and 

Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit 
the opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has 
let a contract for a portion of the dredging, at local expense, total approximatel) 
$457,000; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate, have been introduced by Congressmen Gordon 
L. MeDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by Senators William F 
Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 3086, H. R. 3054, 
and S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local interests for the 
expense undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project: and 

Whereas the Pacific American Steamship Association is vitally interested in 
improved facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and deenwater 
traffic in Pacific coast ports in general, and in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor 
in particular: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this association that the Congress of the 
United States and the several committees, who will be called upon to consider 
the bills aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills and the Director of 
the Budget, be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the im 
provement of the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in 
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said bills, at United States Government expense and that Federal funds be made 
available in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision to provide moneys to 
reimburse local interests for the sums expended to carry on said project and to 
complete the same in accordance with said report of the Chief of Army Engineers ; 
and be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Joseph M. 
lodge, Director of the Budget ; Hon. William F. Knowland, United States Senate ; 
Hon. Thomas H. Kuchel, United States Senate; Hon. Edward Martin, United 
States Senate; Hon. Gordon L. McDonough, Member of Congress; Hon. Cecil R. 
King, Member of Congress; Hon. Glenn R, Davis, Member of Congress; Hon. 
George A. Dondero, Member of Congress; and Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member 
of Congress. 
This is to certify that the above is a true and correct copy of the official resolu- 
mn unanimously adopted by the board of directors of the Pacific Steamship 
\ssociation in meeting, May 5, 1953. 
C. E. Mays, 
President 
HENRIETTA T. SMITH, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


ResoLuTION OF Los ANGELES STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new ter- 
minal at berths 195-198, east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, for use as a 
general passenger and freight terminal in American steamship service engaged 
in world commerce ; and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date approximately $8 million to insure that said facility will be one of the finest 
terminals of its kind ever constructed; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear-span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 48 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo-handling pur- 
poses, will be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels to use the terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommending 
the widening of said east basin channel at Federal expense, by dredging a tri- 
angular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said ter- 
minal, at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engineering 
and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of President 
Eisenhower's policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process of revi- 
sion; and 

Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit the 
opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has let 
a contract for a portion of the dredging at local expense, totaling approximately 
$457,000; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States, have been introduced by 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by 
Senators William F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 
3086, H. R. 3054, and S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local 
interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project: and 

Whereas Los Angeles Steamship Association is vitally interested in improving 
the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and deepwater traffic 
in Pacific coast ports in general and in Los Angeles-Long Beach Beach Harbor 
in particular: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this association that the Congress of the United 
States and the several committees who will be called upon to consider the bills 
aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills, and the Director of the Budget, 
be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the improvement of 
the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in said bills, at 
United States Government expense, and that Federal funds be made available in 
the 1954 budget now undergoing revision, to provide moneys to reimburse local 
interests for sums expended, to carry on said project and to complete the same 
in accordance with said report of the Chief of Engineers; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin, 
United States Senate, chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon. 
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Prescott S. Bush, United States Senate, chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Con- 
trol, Rivers and Harbors, of the Senate; Hon. Styles Bridges, United States Sen 
ate, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the Senate; Hon. George A. Dondero, 
Member of Congress, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives: Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors of the House; Hon. John Taber, Member of Congress, 
chairman, Appropriations Committee of the House; and Hon. Glenn R. Davis, 
Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and Military 
Construction of the House. 
Los Angeles, Calif., May 14, 1953. 
Los ANGELES STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 
Grorce H. BUSHNELL, President 


DeEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., Agril 15, 1953 


Mr. C, N. PERKINS, 
Deputy City Attorney, San Pedro, Calif 

Dear Mr. PERKINS: This will acknowledge your letter of March 25, 1953, regard 
ing the possibility of the Maritime Administration conducting an investigation, 
under section 8 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (46 U. S. C. 867), with a view 
to supporting the dredging project of east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbo1 
as proposed under House Resolution 3054, 83d Congress, Ist session. 

In consideration of your request, the findings and recommendations on the 
subject matter, as contained in the reports of the Chief of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, have bee» 
carefully reviewed. In view of the coverage and favorable recommendations 
of the Department of the Army, it is our opinion that no real benefit would be 
served by the Maritime Administration undertaking a study of the project at this 
tim +. 

Information available to us through the reports of the Chief of Engineers and 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors indicates that substantial bene 

ts could be achieved by the proposed dredging improvement of east basin as it 
relates to the nearly completed modern terminal adjacent thereto. In the matter 
of faster turnaround and obtaining fullest utilization of designed draft, the 
larger and faster cargo ships being built today require channels and turning 
basins designed for their accommodation. Efficient utilization of ships depends 
upon a maximum time spent at sea and a minimum time in port. Therefore, if 
channel and terminal improvements are not kept abreast of technological ad 
vances in ship design, apparent gains through increased speeds at sea are 
partially or wholly nullified by time spent in port. 

Favorable consideration by the Congress of H. R. bill 3054, or other similar 
channel improvement legislation, directly benefits the merchant marine in faster 
turnaround of ships, full utilization of designed draft, and availability of maxi 
mum terminal capacity in periods of full emergency. 

I offer the above comments indicating the general support of the Maritime 
Administration for port improvements of the above nature, and make known 
our interest in the dredging improvements of east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor. 

Sincerely yours, 
\. W. Gatov, Maritime Administrator 


Marcu 2, 1953. 
Hon. Josern M. Dopae, 
Director of the Budget, 
Executive Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Donce: Reference is made to H. R. 3086, H. R. 3054, and Senate 
1060, companion bills in the House and Senate recently introduced by Congress- 
man McDonough and King and Senators Knowland and Kuchel, respectively, of 
California. These bills have for their purpose the authorization of a dredging 
improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Cal., in accord- 
ance with the approved report of the Chief of Engineers now in progress of trans- 
mittal through channels to your office. The estimated cost of the improvement 
is $896,500. The bills also provide that the Secretary of the Army is authorized to 
reimburse local interests for such work as may have been done upon this project 
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subsequent to April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief 
of Engineers and done in accordance with the project authorized, 

An emergency exists requiring the inclusion of the item mentioned above 
by supplement to the general budget heretofore reported to the Congress for the 
following reasons: The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has by ap- 
plication filed nearly 3 years ago sought to obtain the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers for the dredging of a shoal area in the East Basin of Los Angeles Har- 
bor covering approximately 80 acres of water varying in depth from 35 feet to 
about 10 feet. This shoal is situated immediately adjacent to a new terminal 
constructed by local funds which has already cost nearly $8 million and by its 
ompletion date, July 1, 1953, will represent an expenditure of approximately 
$10 million. This substantial investment by local interests has been made in 
reliance upon the fact that since rivers and harbors improvements have generally 
been undertaken by the Government in the past, that such practice would likely 
be followed in the future. Now that a favorable report has been completed, it is 
our earnest desire that Government funds be made available at the earliest 
possible date to take care of this necessary dredging. 

This terminal will be for use of deep-draft vessels engaged in passenger and 
cargo service to Hawaii and other Pacific points, and will generally handle world 
commerce in United States flag vessels. The narrow channel in front of the 
terminal is of insufficient width to permit maneuvering of the class of vessels 
requiring the use of this facility and consequently the terminal when completed 
will be of little value for the purpose for which it is constructed until the dredging 
project is accomplished. Huge ocean liners such as the Lwrline, 631 feet long 

ith 90-foot beam and approximately 30-foot draft, require not less than 35 feet 
of water for sufficient room to maneuver and turn around alongside the terminal. 
If other vessels are moored at the dock and winds exist requiring tugs to assist 
n maneuvering such vessels, the shoal area must be removed otherwise such 
vessels cannot be brought in or leave. 

The terminal is one of the finest of its kind ever constructed and will be of 
inestimable value from a national defense standpoint in time of war as a point 
of embarkation for military personnel, tanks, guns, airplanes, etc. It is strate- 
gically situated for such use from the standpoint of accessibility to rail and 
truck transportation and is in a protected location in the inner harbor. 

Because the dredging project has been recommended by the Department of 
the Army, it will doubtless be completed at Government expense at sometime in 
the future. Since the huge terminal is now nearing completion and will not be 
able to be fully utilized until the dredging is completed, it is submitted that 
the dredging project should be,undertaken at the earliest practicable date. Due 
to the fact that the report of the Chief of Engineers did not clear all govern- 
mental requirements until after the budget was prepared and forwarded to the 
Congress, it is our earnest desire that a supplement to the present budget by the 
addition of this item be made in order that it may be considered by the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees in hearings on the budget soon to be under- 
taken. Since Government funds are not immediately available and no omnibus 
hill appears likely this year, it may be necessary for local interests to start work 
on the project in order to have some minimum access to the terminal by the time 
of its completion and be reimbursed later. 

In order to show the universal interest of the members of the House of Repre 
sentatives from the Los Angeles area, the undersigned Congressmen from those 
districts within the general area have added their signatures to this letter. 
Some of these Representatives will doubtless call upon you and explain more 
fully the necessity for and urgency of this request. 

Very sincerely yours, 

Gordon L. McDonough, Member of Congress, 15th District, California ; 
Donald L. Jackson, Member of Congress, 16th District, California ; 
Cecil R. King, Member of Congress, 17th District, California: 
Craig Hosmer, Member of Congress, 18th District, California; 
Chet Holifield, Member of Congress, 19th District, California; 
Carl Hinshaw, Member of Congress, 20th District, California; 
Edgar W. Hiestand, Member of Congress, 21st District. Califor- 
nia: Joseph F. Holt, Member of Congress, 22d District, Cali- 
fornia, Clyde Doyle, Member of Congress, 23d District, California : 
Norris Poulson, Member of Congress, 24th District, California; 
Patrick J. Hillings, Member of Congress, 25th District, California ; 
Samuel W. Yorty, Member of Congress, 26th District, California; 
Harry R. Sheppard, Member of Congress, 27th District, California ; 
James B. Utt, Member of Congress, 28th District, California 
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Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
May 15, 1953. 
Hon. GetorGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DonpEeRO: In connection with the scheduled hearings of 
your committee on H. R. 3086 and H. R. 3054, the board of directors of the Los 
Angeles Chamber of Commerce wish to submit their endorsement of this legis- 
lation. The bills would authorize the dredging of the East Basin Channel of 
the port of Los Angeles—-Long Beach, as recommended by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers and would reimburse the Los Angeles Harbor Depart- 
ment for money already expended on the project. 

The Los Angeles Harbor Department has expended approximately $8,000,000 
on the construction of a modern passenger and freight terminal, to be assigned 
to the Matson Navigation Co. The terminal is scheduled for opening July 11, 
1953. Before the terminal can accommodate the larger draft vessels, however, 
the dredging approved by the United States engineers must be accomplished. 

The legislation under consideration is necessitated due to the fact that the 
United States engineers approval for this project was not received in time to be 
included in the current budget. The Harbor Department and the people of Los 
Angeles are very desirous of inangurating this new terminal as scheduled in 
July of this year, and this effort is being made to get Federal approval for this 
project at this time. The reimbursement to the Harbor Department is required 
because they have advanced funds in order that the dredging operations will be 
completed in time for the opening date. 

As you may know, the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce has supported the 
principle of curtailment of all unnecessary Government expenditures. We do not 
view this legislation as a violation of that principle since these harbor expenses 
are customarily undertaken by the Federal Government under the authority of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act. It is our contention that this is a normal and legiti- 
mate expenditure of these Federal funds, and this legislation is only an effort to 
expedite the budgeting for this project. 

In light of the obvious validity of the proposal contained in these two House 
bills, we sincerely trust and urge that you report them favorably out of your 
committee, and assist in securing approval by the Congress. 

Respectfully, 
R. M. HaGen, President. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C 
Subject: Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 

1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Comm'ttee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, adopted February 1, 
1946, requesting the Board to review the reports on Los Angeles Harbor, Calif... 
contained in House Document No. 896, 63d Congress, 2d session, with a view 
to determining if it is advisable at this time to improve Bixby Slough and 
Dominguez Del Amo for the purpose of providing an inner harbor closer to the 
city of Los Angeles: and also a resolution of the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives, adopted February 17, 1950, requesting the 
Board to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., sub 
mitted in House Document No. 843, 76th Congress, 3d session, and prior reports, 
with a view to determining whether further harbor and channel improvements 
in the east basin area, Los Angeles, are advisable at this time. 

2. After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board recommends modification of the existing project for Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet over 
an area of about 80 acres in east basin, generally in accordance with the plan 
of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion 
of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable: at an estimated cost to the United 
States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance in addition 
to that now required; provided that local interests agree to: (a) Furnish with- 
out cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable 
spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when and 
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as required; (b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) Provide and maintain 
at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all 
on equal terms; (@) Accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States 
alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facili- 
ties; and (f) Remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in Kast 
Basin; and provided further that special anchorage area A—4 be disestablished 
prior to improvement of east basin. 

8. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations o: the Board. 

Lewis A. Pick, 
Lieutenant General, 
Chief of Engineers. 


Corps oF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
BoarD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARsors, 
Washington, D. C., October 1, 1952. 
827 (Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif.) 
Subject : Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, California. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

1. This report is submitted in response to the following resolutions adopted 
February 1, 1946, and February 17, 1950, respectively : 

Resolved by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors be, and is hereby, requested to review the reports on Los Angeles 
Harbor, Calif., contained in House Document No. 896, 68d Congress, 24d 
session, with a view to determining if it is advisable at this time to improve 
Bixby Slough and Dominguez Del Amo for the purpose of providing an 
inner harbor closer to the city of Los Angeles. 

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representa- 
tives, United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
be, and is hereby, requested to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor, Calif., submitted in House Document No. 8438, 76th Congress, 3d 
session, and prior reports, with a view to determining whether further 
harbor and channel improvements in the east basin area, Los Angeles, are 
advisable at this time. 

2. Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors are on San Pedro Bay on the coast 
of southern California. They consist of two outer harbors protected by break- 
waters, and 2 inner harbors which are joined at their upper ends by a navigation 
channel, East and west basins are respective arms of inner Los Angeles Harbor. 
Bixby S'ough and Laguna Dominguez, also known as Dominguez Del Amo, are 
natural bodies of fresh water located 1 and 5 miles, respectively, north of Los 
Angeles Harbor. The mean range of tide in the outer and inner harbors is 3.8 
feet and the extreme range about 10.1 feet. A railroad bascule bridge with a 
horizontal clearance of 148.5 feet crosses the entrance to west basin. The 
business center of the city of Los Angeles is about 23 miles north of the general 
harbor area and the business center of the city of Long Beach is about 1 mile 
east of Long Beach Harbor. 

3. The existing Federal project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, 
completed in 1949, provides for the San Pedro breakwater extending 11,152 feet 
from Point Fermin; a detached middle breakwater 18,500 feet long; a detached 
outer Long Beach breakwater 13,350 feet long; maintenance of original Long 
Beach inner breakwater now an integral part of pier A extended; Los Angeles 
outer harbor entrance channel, 40 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide, with a turning 
basin of the same depth opposite the end of pier 1; enlargement of the entrance 
to Los Angeles inner harbor by dredging to a depth of 35 feet a triangular area 
at the junction of the turning basin and entrance channel; anchorage areas, 40 
feet deep, adjacent to Los Angeles Harbor entrance channei; Los Angeles inner 
harbor channel, 35 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide, with a turning basin at the 
upper end, 35 feet deep; east basin channel, 35 feet deep and 650 feet wide, and 
Cerritos Channel, 35 feet deep and 400 feet wide; Long Beach inner harbor 
entrance channel, 35 feet deep ard 300 to 500 feet wide, with a turning basin 
35 feet deep at its upper end; a settling basin at the mouth of Los Angeles River 
diversion channel and deposition of dredged material on adjacent beaches; a silt- 
diversion channel for protection of Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors: and 
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maintenance of the entire project except the silt-diversion channel. Costs to 
the United States for the existing project to June 30, 1950, were $30,347,635 for 
new work and $2,642,011 for maintenance. Local public interests, in addition to 
providing required local cooperation in connection with the Federal projects, 
have expended approximately $75 million for dredging of channels and slips and 
construction of jetties, bulkheads, and other harbor facilities. 

4. The area generally tributary to Los Angeles and Lon Beach Harbors com- 
prises about 398,000 square miles in southern California, Arizona, and portions 
of Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah. The area considered as immedi 
ately tributary comprises 4,866 square miles in Los Angeles and Orange Counties, 
Calif., with a population of 4,339,225 in 1950. Principal activities in the region 
are petroleum production and refining, motion-picture production, manufacturing 
farming, mining, and fishing. Rail, highway, and air transportation facilitics 
serve the region. Modern deep-draft terminals have been provided in Los Angeles 
and Long Beach Harbors. Waterborne commerce for the combined Los Angeles 
and Long Beach Harbors during the period 1925 through 1949, about 75 percent 
of which was petroleum and petroleum products, varied from a high of 32,252,069 
tons in 1930 to a low of 15,498,199 tons in 1942, excluding unreported tonnage 
in war supplies during the period. During 1949, waterborne commerce amounted 
to 20,820,071 tons, of which 15,674,286 tons were handled at Los Angeles Harbor 
and 5,145,785 tons at Long Beach Harbor. Vessel traffic during 1949 consisted 
of 16,215 trips in Los Angeles Harbor by vessels with drafts up to 34 feet and 
39,262 trips in Long Beach Harbor by vessels with drafts up to 33 feet. 

5. Local interests request the dredging of east basin to a depth of 35 feet, 
including the Consolidated Lumber Co. slip which leads off east basin; dredging 
of west basin to a depth of 35 feet, including a center shoal area; removal of 
the railroad bridge over the entrance to west basin; and construction of a ship 
canal 35 feet deep, extending inland from west basin about 5 miles through Bixby 
Slough to Laguna Dominguez, with a turning basin at the latter point. Local 
interests point out that improvement of east basin is necessary to provide for 
expansion of terminal facilities in Los Angeles Harbor and that dredging of the 
Consolidated slip would eliminate vessel delays. Construction is now in progress 
to provide deep-draft passenger and freight terminals on the northwest side of 
east basin. Local interests state that inadequate depths in west basin cause 
vessel groundings and delays and that the center shoal area is a hazard to navi 
gation. In support of the ship canal to Laguna Dominguez, it is claimed that 
the cost of commercial waterfront sites is becoming prohibitive and that a sea- 
level navigation canal would eliminate the necessity for flood control and drain- 
age improvements in that area. Objections were raised to the ship canal on the 
basis that it might cause salt-water intrusion into the fresh-water supply and 
its construction in proximity to the Union Oil Co. refinery would entail expensive 
plant relocation. Local interests are willing to meet the conditions of local 
cooperation for east and west basins, including construction of terminal facili 
ties. However, construction of additional terminal facilities in west basin is 
contingent upon removal of the bridge across west basin entrance. 

6. The district engineer finds that improvement of east and west basins is 
hecessary to permit unrestricted use of existing and proposed modern terminal 
facilities but that construction of a ship canal between west basin and Laguna 
Dominguez is not justified at this time. His plan for improvement of east basin 
provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet a generally triangular area of approxi- 
mately 80 acres on the north side of Cerritos Channel, including special an- 
chorage area A—4 but excluding the Consolidated slip which the district engineer 
points out is neither a through channel or a turning basin and services only a 
limited number of private operators. His plan for improvement of west basin 
provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet an irregular area of approximately 
105 acres including the entrance channel and the center shoal. The district 
engineer estimates the Federal first cost for east basin at $896,500 for dredging and 
$3,500 for aids to navigation and west basin at $1,125,000 for dredging and $6,000 
for aids to navigation. The non-Federal first cost for east basin is estimated at 
$306,000 consisting of $156,000 for extension of an outfall sewer on Terminal 
Island and $150,000 for removal of small-craft moorings. The non-Federal first 
cost for west basin is estimated at $226,000 consisting of $156,000 for the outfall 
sewer extension on Terminal Island, applicable only if east basin is not dredged, 
and $70,000 for cable relocations. All costs are based on 1950 prices. Annual 
carrying charges for improvement of east basin are estimated at $46,400 com 
posed of $40,000, Federal, and $6,400, non-Federal ; and for west basin at $47,900 
composed of $44,900, Federal, and $3,000, non-Federal. The district engineer 
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estimates the annual benefits from improvement of east basin at $101,400, of 
which $48,400 is from reduction in vessel delays and $53,000 is from reduction 
n towage and piloting charges. He estimates the annual benefits from im- 
nrovement of west basin at $58,600 due to reduction in vessel delays. The benefit 
ost ratios for east and west basins are 2.2 and 1.2, respectively. The district 
engineer states that removal of the bascule bridge across the entrance to west 
asin is being made the subject of a separate investigation under existing law. 
(he district. engineer recommends modification of the existing project to provide 
for improvement of east and west basins in accordance with his described plans, 
provided local interests furnish without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance of improve- 
ments, for dredging, and for disposal of dredged material; hold and save the 
United States free from damages arising out of construction or operation of 
he works; provide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and 
ransfer facilities open to all on equal terms; accomplish without expense to the 
United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other 
utility facilities as well as their maintenance; dredge slip Y in west basin: and 
remove and relocate existing small-boat facilities in east basin. He further 
recommends that special anchorage A-—4, located within the trianagular area 
to be dredged, be disestablished before improvement. of east basin is undertaken; 
that no improvement of west basin be undertaken until removal of the bridge 
across the entrance; and that improvement of east basin be undertaken before 
mprovement of west basin. The division engineer concurs. 

7. Local interests were informed of the recommendations of the reporting 
ficers. They also were notified that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, from the information presented, was not convinced of the advisability 
f the United States undertaking the improvement of west basin at this time 
since ample space exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor 
faclities required in the foreseeeable future. Local interests were invited to 
submit additional information to the Board. Careful consideration has been 
civen to the communications received. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS 


8. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in the views of 
the reporting officers that improvement of east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, is 
warranted and that construction of a ship canal from west basin to Laguna 
Dominguez is not advisable at this time. Prospective benefits from improvement 
of east basin are sufficient to justify the estimated expenditure required. 
Ample space exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor facili- 
ties required in the foreseeable future. Under these conditions authorization 
for improvement of west basin should be postponed until after full development 
of terminal facilities along east basin has been assured and the need for addi- 
tional facilities in west basin established. Furthermore, since additional termi- 
nal facilities in west basin will not be necessary for some time to come, annual 
benefits of $22,610 attributable to new traffic expected as a result of construction 
of terminal facilities at slip Y on west basin will not materialize. Annual bene 
fits from improvement of west basin that remain after deducting the $22,610, 
amount to only $35,990 and the resulting benefit-cost ratio is 0.75. 

9. The Board accordingly recommends modification of the existing project 
for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 
feet over an area of about 80 acres in east basin, generally in accordance with 
the plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the 
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to 
the United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance 
in addition to that now required; provided that local interests agree to: (a) 
Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way. 
and suitable spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance 
when and as required; (0) hold and save the United States free from damages 
(ue to construction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide and 
maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open 
to all on equal terms; (d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United 
States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility 
facilities; and (f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in east 
basin; and provided further that special anchorage area A-4 be disestablished 
prior to improvement of east basin. 

For the Board: 

G. J. Notp, Major General, Chairman. 
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NATIONAL FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SHIPPING, INC., 
WasuineTon, D. C., May 19, 1953 


Hon. Georce A. DoNDERO, 
Chairman, Committee of Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Donpero: The National Federation of American Shipping, Inc 
an organization representing a majority of American-flag, deep-water shipping 
wishes to express its support of H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086, bills authorizing a 
dredging improvement of east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif. 

The proposed project is necessary to make possible the full utilization of the 
new $8 million terminal scheduled for completion on July 1, 1953. This new 
terminal, built by local funds, will be used by deep-draft vessels engaged in 
passenger and cargo services to Hawaii and other Pacific points. The present 
narrow channel in front of the terminal is of insufficient width to permit 
maneuvering of the class of vessels requiring its use. 

Very truly yours, 
Frazer A. BAILEY. 


Mr. McDonoven. Mr. Chairman, Congressman King is here. He 
has a similar bill and at this time would like to make a statement to the 


committee. 
Mr. Ance.i. Mr. King, we will be very happy to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CECIL R. KING, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE 17TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kine. Chairman Angell and members of the committee, I am 
going to limit my remarks just to this. As Mr. McDonough has men- 
tioned, this is the most modern and perhaps the finest terminal in the 
entire world. We are quite naturally proud of it in our area, With- 
out this work being quite promptly done its effectiveness and good to 
the community at large and to shipping will just be lost. I cannot 
think of any project in southern California that warrants at this time 
any more prompt attention by the Congress than this. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like the privilege of extending a fuller 
statement to the committee. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Further statement of Mr. King is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CECIL R. KING, OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as author of H. R. 3054, which 
is identical to H. R. 3086, by Mr. McDonough, and 8. 1060, sponsored in the Sen- 
ate by Senators Knowland and Kuchel of California, I wish to add a word of 
support in favor of the proposed legislation for consideration of this 
subcommittee. 

Mr. McDonough has already pointed out the purpose for the authorization and 
the emergency presented by the necessity of improving the east basin, Los Angeles 
Harbor, for the immediate accommodation of commerce and navigation. I do not 
wish to burden the committee with additional facts concerning this project but 
will yield to the several witnesses who have come here from California to present 
the picture and to answer all questions pertinent to the subject which may be 
raised at this hearing. 

I merely wish to add my voice to that of Congressman McDonough and to en- 
dorse everything that he has said and commend to t] e consideration of this com- 
mittee a worthy, public-works project, namely, the necessary dredging of the east 
basin in the entire improvement recommended by the Chief of Engineers and 
estimated by him to cost $896,500. The area concerned being a part of my dis- 
trict in southern California, it is of special interest to me and a subject that I 
have been fostering for a number of years. The improvement at Federal expense 
is in accordance with a policy long established under the Rivers and Harbors Act 
and a part of customary work that has been carried on by the United States 
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Government throughout the country for the last 100 years. All great ports of the 
east coast have been improved by similar dredging projects. 

I will defer to my colleague, Mr. McDonough, for the introduction of witnesses 
to be heard at this time. 

Mr. Anoetx. Mr. McDonough, will you call the witnesses who 
desire to be heard ? 

Mr. McDonoven. The first witness is Mr. Perkins, Mr. Chairman, 
the deputy city attorney of the city of Los Angeles and its board of 
harbor commissioners. 

Mr. Ancetn. Mr. Perkins, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF CONSTANTINE N. PERKINS, DEPUTY CITY 
ATTORNEY OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND ITS BOARD OF 
HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Perkins. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. I 
would like to have my remarks extended by filing my statement and 
merely touch upon the matters contained in the statement, in the 
mterests of saving time, if I may. Also I have copies of the current 
annual report of the board of harbor commissioners, with certain 
pages marked in red pencil which are illustrative of the matters which 
will be touched on in this hearing. 

Mr. Ancett. The clerk will distribute them to the committee. 

Mr. Perkins. My name is Constantine N. Perkins. I am a deputy 
city attorney of the city of Los Angeles and one of the attorneys for 
the board of harbor commissioners of that city, which board is the 
governing body of the port of Los Angeles, acting under and pursuant 
to the provisions of a freeholders’ charter adopted and approved by 
the laws of the State of California. 

Los Angeles Harbor is one of the main shipping ports of the United 
States and serves the third largest industrial area of this country. 
It is the aim of the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners to 
maintain its position as the No. 1 harbor of the Pacific and to provide 
the finest wharves and docks for domestic and foreign shipping, as 
well as the best transit sheds and passenger terminals, for the promo- 
tion and accommodation of commerce and navigation, serving the 
rapidly growing population of the Pacific Southwest. 

The port of Los Angeles is a man-made harbor, having been carved 
out of what was practically an open roadstead 50 years ago. It now 
consists of some 7,000 acres of protected water and dock anchorage, 
28 miles of waterfront, and 150 miles of rail, plus a network of access 
highways, making it possible to handle the vast cargo tonnage and 
volume of merchant shipping now transiting the port. Los Angeles 
Harbor, together with its neighboring port of Long Beach, which 
really constitutes all one harbor, is the focal point where the goods 
and services of 6 million persons living and working in the immediate 
area receive the raw materials, goods and services of 200 world ports, 
touched by the foreign and domestic merchant ships calling at this 
harbor. 

The 10 counties of southern California immediately tributary to 
the port constitute 30 percent of the total population of the western 
United States. Asa representative of the city of Los Angeles, I speak 
briefly for a large segment of that population, to urge the adoption 
of the bill S. 1060 now under consideration by the Senate subcom- 
54 1 
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mittee, as well as the companion bills H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086 now 
pending before the Public Works Committee of the House. 

In order to meet the increasing requirements of steamship operators 
based on Los Angeles Harbor following the termination of the last 
war, it became necessary for the Board of Harbor Commissioners to 
embark upon a substantial construction program to provide new facil- 
ities and increased cargo and passenger accommodations to handle the 
volume of merchant shipping calling at the port. Realizing that the 
construction of these much needed facilities would have to be done at 
local expense, the Board of Harbor Commissioners set aside local funds 
available for construction purposes, for the purpose of building the 
required facilities. 

However, the Board, in reliance upon the established practice of the 
Federal Government in opening, widening, and maintaining harbors 
and channels for the accommodation of American merchant shipping, 
made no provision in its budgeting for the dredging of water areas 
adjacent to certain marine terminals which it proposed to construct. 
Such a terminal is the passenger and cargo facilities at berths 195-198, 
east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, soon to be completed at a cost of 
approximately $8 million, to be assigned principally for use by the 
Matson Navigation Co. 

The current annual report of the Board of Harbor Commissioners, 
pages 36 and 37, shows the location of the terminal in the east basin, 
inner harbor. It will be observed that this is a protected area shielded 
from the surge of the outer harbor by Terminal Island, and located 
on the mainland at the terminus of a network of rail lines and truck 
highways serving the terminal. It is located midway between two 
bridges, the Badger Avenue rail bridge and the adjacent highway 
bridge on the east, and the west basin railroad bridge on the west. 

The Badger Avenue bridge constitutes the only rail connection 
between the mainland and Terminal Island, where the Los Angeles 
Naval Base and the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is situated, together 
with a large number of steamship terminals, fish canneries, and other 
industrial enterprises. It is evident that in time of war Terminal 
[sland may be vulnerable to bombing attack or sabotage by reason of 
the narrow thread of rail service that exists from the mainland. If 
the Badger Avenue bridge were neutralized, all of Terminal Island 
would be without rail service; likewise, if the west basin drawbridge 
were knocked out it might render the whole of the west basin useless 
by blocking the entrance from the turning basin and reducing rail 
service to the outer harbor and Fort MacArthur. Such contingencies 
would seriously cripple the Todd Shipyard, the Bethlehem Shipyard, 
and the naval shipyard, to say nothing of the naval base, airfield, and 
other industries on Terminal Island. The new terminal, however, 
being situated as it is, on the mainland, would not be affected by such 
interruption of rail service, because it is so located that it can function 
independently of these bridges. 

The 1,208-foot terminal, of clear span construction, 200 feet in width, 
with approximately 48 acres of backland available for cargo handling 
operations, would make an ideal point of embarkation for use by the 
armed services for handling troops, airplanes, tanks, and military 
supplies, in time of war. During the last war much heavy military 
equipment was handled under extremelv difficult conditions in narrow 
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dockside spaces at this harbor. A bottleneck in maintaining a con- 
stant flow of such heavy cargo could well be eliminated by the use of 
this facility as a military terminal should the need arise. 

Further details concerning this facility are contained on pages 42-44 
of the annual report, copies of which have been provided the com- 
mittee. 

The committee may well inquire: Why should such a large construe 

ion project be undertaken without prov iding for the necessary dredg 
ng adjacent to it in order to accommodate deepwater vesse Is? The 
answer is that a channel 35 feet deep and 200 feet wide exists imme- 
diately adjacent to the dockside which will accommodate vessels of 
smaller types, such as Liberty ships, but is not wide enough to pro 
vide a turning area for modern ships, such as the Lurline class, illus 
trated on page 18 of the report, which has an 80-foot beam and is 651 
feet long. 

A glance at the map will show that such a vessel, being headed up- 
stream, would have difficulty in backing down the narrow channel and 
could probably not negotiate it at all if she had to pass abreast of 
other ships berthed at terminals on the north side of the east_basin. 
A core of approximately 80 acres of shallow water, shelving off from 
35 feet to approximately 10 feet in depth, immediately south of the 
new terminal, would prevent the ship from turning and heading down 
stream. Even with the assistance of tugs, such a vessel in narrow 
quarters encountering a wind, either on or off the dock, would soon be 
stranded or damage would result to ship and structures. 

Realizing this situation, and before the new terminal was con 
structed, the board of harbor commissioners applied, through chan- 
nels, to the Army engineers for Federal assistance in dredging the 
designated area and has ever since pressed its application for the 
dredging of this east-basin core as a proper Federal harbor-improve- 
ment project. It was not until a few months ago that the east-basin 
dredging project was emacs by the Chief of Engineers, in the 
amount of $896,500 plus $5,000 annual maintenance expense, and 
transmitted to the Director of the Budget for consideration in con- 
nection with the President’s policy on the 1954 budget, now under- 
going revision. To date we have not been informed of any action 
having been taken by the Budget Bureau on the report. 

Since the demands of commerce and navigation required the con- 
struction of the terminal, the building of the facility went ahead at 
local expense without waiting for action of governmental agencies on 
the dredging project. As the time for completion of the terminal 
grew close—it will be opened July 1953—it became apparent that 
some relief should be instituted by way of authorization bills in Con- 
gress and that a portion of the dredging would have to be undertaken 
by local interests in order to make the terminal available for use by 
its completion date, July 11, 1953. For this reason, the bills referred 
to, sponsored in the Senate by Senators Knowland and Kuchel, of 
California, and in the House by Congressmen McDonough and King, 
were introduced. 

These bills were drafted in accordance with the precedent estab- 
lished in the 81st Congress, Public Law 516, approved May 17, 1950, 
with respect to a dredging project instituted at Lake Worth Inlet, Fla. 
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by local interests in advance of congressional authorization. That 


bill contained the following proviso: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse loca! 
interests for such work as they may have done upon this project, subsequent to 
July 1, 1949, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineer: 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project modification hereb) 
adopted: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum o 
$305,000; * * * 

With this precedent to rely on, upon the introduction of the subject 
bills providing for reimbursement to— 
local interests for such work as may have been done upon this project subse 
quent to April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby 
authorized: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of 
$896,500, 

; contract was let and work commenced on the dredging of the area 
by local interests April 27, 1953, in order that the necessary turning 
area would be available for use by deep-draft vessels at the time the 
terminal will be opened July 11, 1953. This dredging is now being 
undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Army engi 
neers, even though Federal funds are not yet available to pay the cost. 

It is our desire and expectation that, in accordance with the policy 
of harbor improvement established by the Federal Government over 

1 period of many years and at an expenditure of many millions of 
doll: ars of Federal funds in Los Angeles Harbor, Congress will author- 
ize the expenditure of the ad litional sum of less than a million dollars 
provided for in the bills, in order that this important project may go 
forward and local interests be reimbursed for expenditures necessarily 
made for harbor-improvement purposes and for the accommodation of 
navigation of American-flag vessels engaged in world commerce. 

I have brought with me from California a number of specialists in 
their respective fields, with prepared statements, who will present 
various phases of.the subject for the consideration of the committee 
and will be available to answer any questions that might arise. I have 
also to present, for the consideration of the committee, certain reso- 
lutions of public bodies and other organizations interested in harbor 
matters, in support of the project. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. I would like to defer to the 
next witness, if I may, in the interests of saving time. 

Mr. Ancrti, Are there any questions by members of the committee ’ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you, sir. 

Mr. Perxrns. Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. McDonovan. Mr. Perkins will introduce the witnesses who will 
follow. Because of the time element involved today there are a num 
ber of witnesses here from Los Angeles who would like to get their 
statements into the record before another hearing of the committee. 

Mr. Ance.i. Very well. 

Mr. Perxtns. I would like to introduce Mr. Albert O. Pegg, presi 
dent of the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Ange 
ies. He has a prepared statement which he would like to submit for 
the record, if it please the committee. 

Mr. Ancetx. It may be done. The committee will be glad to con- 
sider the record later. 
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(The statement of Mr. Pegg is as follows :) 


\TEMENT OF ALBERT QO. PEGG, PRESIDENT, BOARD oF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS OI 
THE City OF Los ANGELES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Albert O. Pegg 
| am, by profession, a marine engineer and have been superintendent of engi 
eering for the Union Oil Co. of California, operating at Los Angeles Harbor, 
id have for 37 yeurs supervised the construction of that company’s fleet. In 
42 I supervised the construction of Richfield Oil Co.’s tankship at Sparrows 

it, and during World War II was outfitting manager and assistant general 
anager of California Shipbuilding Corp. at Wilmington, Calif., one of the 
largest wartime shipyards. 

I am and have been a member of the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the 
ity of Los Angeles for the past 4 years, and am currently serving as president 
f that body. The city of Los Angeles functions as a commission form of mu 
icipal government with respect to the control and operation of various municipal 

departments, and the harbor commission, under the city charter, is the governing 
ody of the port of Los Angeles. This port became a municipal agency following 
he consolidation of the neighboring communities of San Pedro and Wilmington 
ith the city of Los Angeles in 1909, and tide and submerged lands in the harbor 
rea, formerly owned by the State of California, were granted to the city of 
Los Angeles, in trust, for purposes of commerce, navigation, and fishery in 
1911. 
i Following the completion of the Federal breakwater from Point Firmin to 
: he entrance of the main channel in 1912, dredging operations by the Federal 
( ernment have been carried on from time to time until a protected harbor, 
ifficient in size to handle the largest volume of tonnage of any port on the 
Pacific coast, has been constructed by dredging and filling. The extension of 
he breakwater and the bulk of the dredging work has all been undertaken 
nd accomplished at Federal expense, and it is believed that, in accordance with 
the improvement program long established, additional dredging made necessary 
by the requirements of much-needed new terminals built at local expense, should 
ontinue to be undertaken and completed with Federal funds. 

Following World War II the volume of tonnage at Los Angeles Harbor haa 
rownh to such proportions that it became necessary for the city and its harbor 
epartment to enter into a long-range construction program to provide shore- 

de facilities to accommodate the heavy increase in deep-water traffic engaged 

foreign and offshore commerce. Construction costs had to be financed by 
local funds derived from current revenues, for the reason that bond obligations 
were still outstanding and have not yet been retired. Passenger and cargo 
terminals were first built for use of the American President Line, now in opera- 
tion at berths 153-155 in the inner harbor, handling the large around-the-world 
nd Far East passenger liners, such as the President Wilson. It then became 
pparent that other facilities were required for handling the large passenger 
and cargo vessels of the Matson Navigation Co. engaged in the Hawaiian trade, 

s the old facilities had become inadequate to handle the increase in passenger 
nd cargo movement. As the harbor, we think, has been largely responsible 
for the tremendous growth of Los Angeles and the surrounding area, both in 
population and industry, so increased harbor facilities must be provided in 

der to keep pace with the march of progress. 

The Board budgeted available funds for immediate construction, and allo 
cated some $5 million to provide a new terminal at berths 195-198 in the east 
hasin, to be assigned to Matson. Before construction contracts were let an appli 
cation was filed with the Chief of Army Engineers, through the district enginee! 
in Los Angeles, for dredging a shoal area off the east-basin yacht landings near 
the entrance to Cerritos Channel and opposite the new terminal site. Hearings 
were held in Los Angeles in May 1950 and from that time to date our application 
bas been pressed for improvement of the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor, as a Federal dredging project, to remove some 80 acres of shoal area by 
suction dredging. This project was approved by the Chief of Engineers in No 
ember 1952 and is still awaiting further necessary authorization and allocation 
of funds by Congress in order to accomplish the improvement. Meanwhile, due 
to rising costs and unforeseen increased expense, the construction project under 
taken by the Harbor Department reached nearly $8 million, This figure does 
not include an open-wharf addition for handling certain types of cargo, which 
will be required in the future. At dockside, 35 feet of water has been provided 
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by Federal dredging projects undertaken some years ago, but the channel pro 
vided at that time was not wide enough to accommodate modern deep-draft 
vessels requiring maneuvering space in order to enter and leave the facility. 
Before the terminal was constructed, this part of the inner harbor was used by 
medium-draft ships, such as lumber schooners, which could enter and leave 
without difficulty, but with ships such as the Lurline class, the narrow channel 
and close proximity of shallow water makes the removal of this shoal area a 
necessity. Cerritos Channel has been provided, by. Federal dredging, for deep- 
vater traffic between Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors. 

The harbor board, realizing that Federal funds could not be obtained before £ 
the time that the new terminal would be ready for operation early in June of 
this year, asked its representatives in Congress to introduce the bills now before ; 
this committee, to authorize the dredging project under consideration here, and | 
requested a proviso incorporated in these bills to provide for reimbursement to 
local interests for current dredging now being undertaken. A contract was let 
and work commenced on the dredging of the area by local interests, to facilitate 
the opening of the terminal. Our sincere hope and desire is that this committee 


will act favorably upon the bill before it, in order that the necessary authoriza- { 
tion may be enacted by the Congress. 
Mr. McDonoveu. I would like to submit a statement for the chief 
of the Flood Control] District of Los Angeles County in support of the 
bill before the committee. ; 
Mr. ANGELL. It will be received. 
Che statement of Mr. Hedger is as follows:) 3 
a 


STATEMENT OF H. EF. Hepeer, CHieF ENGINEER, FLoOop CoNnrror District, 
Los ANGELES COUNTY 


There has previously been filed with your committee a resolution adopted by 
the board of supervisors, County of Los Angeles, Calif., urging the enactment 
of H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086 as an essential step toward the authorization and 
appropriation of funds required for the dredging of East Basin in Los Angeles 
Harbor | = 

This project is of such importance and urgency to the County of Los Angeles 
that the board of supervisors has also instructed me to appear before your com- 
mittee and personally voice its opinion on this matter. 

1 am therefore pleased to reiterate to your committee the opinion of the board 
of supervisors of Los Angeles County that the dredging of East Basin as contem- 
plated under H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086 is a most worthy and important project, 
one that is vital to the welfare of the county, and to urge that favorable con- 
sideration to be given to this legislative proposal so that this improvement may 
proceed forthwith. 


a 


Mr. Perkins. May I introduce to the committee the next witness, 
Mr. Ralph J. Chandler, vice president of the Matson Navigation Co., 
one of the larger users of the port and one of the users of the particular 
terminal illustrated in the photographs on the wall. 

Mr. Chandler, please. 


Mr. Ancett. Mr. Chandler, we will be glad to hear from you. 


j 
STATEMENT OF RALPH J. CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT, MATSON | 





NAVIGATION CO. 


Mr. Cuanpter. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. On account of the 
shortness of time I would like to file a statement that I have prepared 
for the record. 

Mr. Anceti. The statement may be received. 

(The statement of Ralph J. Chandler is as follows :) 





STATEMENT OF RALPH J. CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT, MATSON NAVIGATION Co. 





Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Ralph J. Chandler. 
I am a vice president in charge of the southern California operations of the q 
Matson Navigation Co. I have served in this capacity for 22 years, and have 
been actively engaged in the steamship business for over 40 years. My experi- 













RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL Zo 


ence, has acquainted me with all phases of the steamship business, particularly 
ith the Matson fleet operating in the Pacific and Hawaiian trade. 

My company owns a fleet of 23 ships engaged in foreign and offshore com- 

erce. In addition, the company operates freighters for the Military Sea 
fransport Service carrying war material to Korea and other Far East ports. 

In the past two decades the southern California community has undergone 

phenomenal industrial growth. At the same time Matson Lines has increased 
the scope of its operations and the capacity and speed of its freighter fleet 
to keep pace not only with the specialized needs and demands of the southern 
California trade but also of the expanding economy of the Hawaiian Islands, 

hich are closely tied to the Pacific coast. P 

It was the almost desperate need for better ship handling space and more 
efficient and larger cargo and passenger facilities at Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor that inspired the construction of the new terminal at berths 195-198, 
Hast Basin. We had simply outgrown the old facilities at berths 156-160, at 
the upper end of slip No. 1, Inner Harbor. 

\ glance at the map, pages 36 and 37 of the current Annual Report of the Los 
Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners, will illustrate the congested nature 
of the old terminal facilities. 

One of our largest ships, the passenger liner Lurline, grosses 18,500 tons and is 

ver 631 feet in length, with an average deep draft of 32 feet of water and a 

beam of 80 feet. The balance of our fleet consists of 15 C—8 type cargo ships, 
} Liberty type vessels, and four C-2 cargo carriers. Frequently 3 and 4 ships 
it a time are berthed and working cargo alongside the terminal. They are 
required to back out of the narrow slip No. 1 into the turning basin in order 
to turn and get down the main channel to the sea. 

Prevailing winds in this area of Los Angeles Harbor are generally from the 
West, and have a tendency to carry the ship onto the dock across the slip. This 
situation makes ship handling in close quarters doubly hazardous and jeopardizes 
the safety of the vessel as well as shoreside facilities. With ships costing large 
sums of money—the Lurine alone represents an investment of $20 million—-ship 
owners can ill afford to take risks that may result in heavy property damage, 
costly delays, broken schedules, passenger and cargo losses, and sundry expenses. 

During World War II, steamship operators made the best of facilities available 
n Los Angeles Harbor. After the close of the war, the Los Angeles Harbor 
Commission, following a far-sighted program of providing new passenger and 
freight-terminal facilities where the need was the greatest, began the construc 
tion of this new terminal at berths 195-198, along the northwesterly side of the 
east basin. As I pointed out a moment ago, the need for these accommodations 
s urgent, and the company expects to use these new facilities immediately upon 
ompletion of dredging. 

One of the paramount reasons for moving ahead with this project is the con- 
cern of the port authorities and shipowners over the hazards involved in 
maneuvering and docking vessels of the type of those of the Matson fleet, and to 

fYord enlarged and improved cargo and passenger handling facilities. 

lo assure safe ingress and egress to the new terminal for the large vessels 
not only of the Matson fleet but of other operators in that area, the pilots of 
the port and the navigating and executive officers of the Matson Navigation 
Co. believe that it is of the utmost importance that the whole of the east basin 
dredged to a depth of at least 35 feet at mean lower low water to permit 
safe maneuvering of the deep-draft vessels. The existing narrow channel facing 
the southerly side of the new terminal is unsafe for the navigation of larger 
freighters and of passenger vessels of the Lurline type. 

Submitted herewith is a list of our vessels, with general data pertaining 
thereto, i. e., length, beam, and draft. The draft shown is the mean summer 
draft; however, the maximum controlling draft may be as much as 33 or 34 
feet. The area indicated as shoal water off the easterly tip of the east basin 
yacht landing should be dredged to a minimum of 35 feet to allow the necessary 
safety factor. 

Our ship traffic in and out of Los Angeles Harbor—upward of 300 vessel move- 
ments a year—cannot be handled at the new terminal without maneuvering one 
essel past another moored at an adjacent berth. If the narrow channel along 
the northwest side of the east basin’were only widened, it would still be hazardous 
to dock and undock vessels at this location because of the prevailing winds. 
Chis area is not shielded from the westerly winds by the Palos Verdes Hills to 
the same extent as some other parts of the harbor. 

Our Hawaiian service C-3 freighters are on intricate 28-day schedules, running 
both clockwise and counterclockwise, between Los Angeles, San Francisco, and 
the Hawaiian Islands, where they call at Honolulu and at least two other ports. 
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Perishable and refrigerated cargoes are carried outward, in addition to mail, 
express, and general cargo. On the return voyages they carry refrigerated 
cargo, general cargo, and molasses, and, in addition, the primary load is bulk 
sugar, which is discharged at the refinery at Crockett, Calif., in the San Fran 
cisco Bay area. At this refinery these vessels must meet a precise discharging 
schedule, because our freighters plying between the Northwest United States 
ports, Seattle and Portland, San Francisco, and the Hawaiian Islands, are also 
scheduled into the sugar refinery at Crockett for discharging, as well as the 
same Hawaiian ports of call. This Hawiian service is entirely without assist 
ance by way of Federal subsidy or contract advantage, and it is of the utmost 
importance to the welfare of United States commerce for the Federal Govern 
ment to do everything possible to help maintain this service on a self-supporting 
basis. 

From the foregoing general outline, it can readily be seen that a delay of even 
one of our vessels at Los Angeles could seriously disrupt the entire schedules and 
affect a large number of vessels and ports and result in large monetary losses 
in operation. At Los Angeles Harbor, we presently operate C—3 freighters inward 
and outward weekly. Our largest passenger vessel, the steamship Lwurline, 
makes Los Angeles Harbor on a tri-weekly basis, while our C-—2 freighters in the 
Australian service function on a monthly schedule, and other vessels of our fleet, 
as well as chartered vessels, in the east coast and Northwest trade, call at Los 
Angeles Harbor on an irregular basis. 

Fast and efficient turn-around in port is essential to both the passenger and 
shipping service that Matson is rendering to the public. Lost time on ships 
alone is valued at from $1,500 per day on a Liberty ship to more than $12,000 on 
a liner such as the Lurline. Delays to ship arrivals at berths attributable to 
congested and restricted navigation would cost from $300 to $600 an hour for 
shoreside labor on stand-by basis. 

Another important consideration is the vulnerability in time of labor unrest 
of a large vessel dependent upon tug boats for docking and undocking in narrow 
and restricted channels. With the increased dredged basin area, it will be 
possible for these large ships to continue operating even under abnormal 
circumstances. 

In addition to the needs and advantages of this dredging project to the steam 
ship operator, benefits will also accrue to navigating interests, the shipping 
industry as a whole, and to the port of Los Angeles. Likewise, it will permit 
development of piers and docking facilities both on Terminal Island and the 
entire shoreside in the immediate vicinity of the east basin. 

I thank you for the opportunity of presenting our views on this subject, and 
trust that favorable action will be taken thereon by the committee to the end 
that the proposed legislation may be enacted by the Congress, authorizing the 
project as contained in the favorable report of the Chief of Engineers. 


General data on Matson Navigation and the Oceanic Steamship Co. vessels 


Vesse] Length Beam Summer draft Gross 
tonnage 
Lurline 631 feet 63¢ inches 79 feet 28 feet 234 inches 18, 564 
Matson C-3’s 
Hawaiian Packer 192 feet 69 feet 6inches | 29 feet 474 inches &, 396 
Hawaiian Merchant do do do 8, 300 
Hawaiian Pilot do do do 8, 44 
Hawaiian Wholesaler do do 29 feet 5 inches 8, 413 
Hawaiian Planter do do do 7, ROF 
Hawaiian Craftsman do do do 7, 88 
Hawaiian Banker do do 28 feet 7 inches 10, 384 
Hawaiian Retailer do do do 7. 940 
Hawaiian Ecucator de do 29 feet 5 inches 7, 897 
Hawaiian Fisherman de do do 7, 913 
Hawaiian Refiner ak do do 8, 405 
Hawaiion Builder do do 29 feet 47% inches 8, 338 
Hawaiian Farmer de do do 8, 383 
Hawaiian Rancher do do do 8, 353 
Hawaiian Citizen do do 29 feet 5 inches 7, 901 
Matson Liberties 
Hawaiian Logger lo 57 feet 27 feet 874 inches 7, 17¢ 
Haweiian Lumberman do do do 7, 247 
Hawaiian Forester 441 feet 6 inches do do 7, 240 
Oceanic C-2’s 
Sonoma 459 feet 1 inch 63 feet 27 feet 77% inches 8, 258 
Sierra do do do 8, 178 
Ventura do d» lo 8, 175 
1lameda do . do do 8, 218 
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Mr. Cuanpuer. I would like just to say that we are one of the large 
operators in Los Angeles Harbor. We have over 300 movements a 
vear. We handle over 500 trucks weekly and many hundreds of box- 
cars at the present terminal, which has been outgrown for years. We 
ire now operating under very difficult circumstances and this new 
facility will enable us to move and in that way we can relinquish cer- 
tain of our facilities for other tonnage waiting to get in which now has 
to bypass the port. 

We certainly appreciate your very favorable consideration. 

Mr. Ancetn. Thank you, sir. 

Are there any questions from the members of the committee ‘ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancey. If not, we thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. If it please the committee, at this time I would like 
to present Mr. Frank O. Johnson, the captain of one of the large ships, 
the Lurline, that will use this facility. 

Mr. Aneeti. Captain Johnson, the committee will be glad to hear 


you, 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. JOHNSON, MASTER, STEAMSHIP 
“LURLINE” 


Captain Jonnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
| would like to show here how we would go into this pier. This is the 
new pier here. This is the shoal area and this is the channel which 
is now 35 feet deep and 200 feet wide. This berth is used for ships 
here usually about 65 to 70 feet wide. The Lurline, the ship of which 
| have command, is a ship about 80 feet wide. Coming in here with 
westerly winds, which usually prevail, it would tend to set the ship 
over into this shoal. It would use at least two towboats depending on 
the weather. The towboats would be usually 90 feet long, which 
would put them on the shoal. There wouldn’t be much room in here 
to get by the other ships and you get in trouble here. 

The same thing would prevail if you have wind from the other way, 
which would set you up on the docks. It would be rather difficult 
to keep off. Coming out of there would require your backing down 
past these other ships a distance of about a mile and a half to 2 miles 
down toa turning basin before you could turn your ship to head out to 
sea again. 

Mr. Fatxon. Captain, could I ask you a question ? 

Captain JonHnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Is that small cardboard ship in scale with the drawing? 

Captain Jounson. Yes; it is. It is the scale of a ship. 

Now, in the event that the towboats were not available, it would 
be practically impossible to come out of the slip with this area as it is. 
\t least you could not handle your own ship without the assistance of 
towboats. ‘This also shows the terminals in here. This is the shoal 
area here that I am talking about. 

That would mean we would have to back from this area here down 
to this turning basin in here. As I remember it, this channel is six 
to seven hundred feet wide, so there would be no room to turn ‘a ship 
the size of the Lurline in, which is.632 feet long. It would mean back- 
ing down and turning before proceeding out to sea. 
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I believe that is about all there is to bringing a ship in there. If 
there are any questions, I would be glad to answer them, if I can. 

Mr. Aneetu. Are there any questions from the members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Steep. Captain, when this dredging is finished, can you do your 
turning around where the red is marked ? 

Captain Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Steep. Is that sufficiently large to make the turnaround? 

Captain Jonnson. Yes,sir. When this dredging is done, your ship 
will come here and out this way. 

Mr. Steep. Is the water below there already deep enough ? 

Captain Jounson. You mean here? 

Mr. Sreep. Yes. 

Captain Jounson. This is the channel going to Long Beach Ha 
bor. There are two channels going to Long Beach Harbor. This 
shows the Los Cerritos Channel going into Los Angeles Harbor. 

Mr. Steep. That channel is already deep enough ? 

Captain Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Sreep. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetx. Captain, the part which is hatched in red is the place 
where the work is to take place? 

Captain Jounson. That is the shoal area. 

Mr. Ancetu. That will be dredged ? 

Captain Jonson. Yes. 

Mr. Ancetz. And it will provide sufficient area for a turning basin 
there at that point ? 

Captain Jounson. Yes, sir. If I remember correctly, we would 
have 1,500 or 1,600 feet. 

Mr. Aneett. What is the depth of the channel? 

Captain Jonnson. Thirty-five feet. 

Mr. Aneety. Are there any further questions of Captain Johnson ? 

Mr. Scupper. Captain, the facilities are on the left of the channel, 
to the left of the red hatch marks; is that right? 

Captain Jonnson. The facilities are in here; yes, sir. 

May I submit my statement for the record ¢ 

Mr. Ancor. Without objection, the statement may be submitted for 
the record. 

(The statement*of Captain Johnson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. JOHNSON, MASTER, STEAMSHIP “LURLINE” 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Frank A. Johnson. 
I am a master mariner and have been in maritime service at sea for more than 
40 years. I hold an unlimited master’s license for any ocean, any tonnage, as 
well as pilot in the Harbors of Los Angeles and San Francisco. I am presently 
employed by the Matson Navigation Co. as commodore of the Matson fleet and 
have been master of the Steamship Lurline since 1948. I was formerly master 
of the Yale, operating in coastwise service between Los Angeles and San Fran- 
cisco, also the steamships Malolo and Matsonia to the Hawaiian Islands, and have 
handled these ships entering and departing Los Angeles Harbor. 

The Lurline, as may be observed from the photograph on page 18 of the Los 
Angeles harbor department annual report, has a high superstructure and in 
docking and undocking this type of vessel in a wind, such a ship must be very 
carefully maneuvered in order to avoid possible damage. As master of that 
ship, having taken her in and out of slip No. 1, berths 156-160, many times, I 
would be very reluctant to take the Lurline into the new terminal, in view of 
the narrow channel now existing at the dockside. The Lurline is 632 feet long 
and has a beam of 80 feet and an average deep draft of 32 feet of water. From 
my acquaintance with the operating department of the Matson Navigation OCo., 
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I feel that they would be very reluctant to send the ship into this facility unless 
the shoal area off the southerly side of the east basin were to be completely 
dredged out. As master of the Lurline, I do not think that I would call on any 
pilot, no matter how well qualified he might be, to take the ship into that loca- 
tion and take her out again unless sufficient water and maneuvering room was 
provided to turn the ship around and head out downstream. 

If there were a Liberty ship or a C-3 type cargo vessel, which vary in beam 
from 65 to 70 feet, moored alongside of the dock at berths 195-196, and it be- 
came necessary to take the Lurline past such a ship, the breadth of the two 
vessels would cover approximately 150 feet. With the wind off the dock, tug- 
boats would be required on the starboard side of the outboard vessel, working 
at right angles to keep the ship off the shoal. The average tug is approximately 
90 feet long, which would take up a combined space of the two ships and the 
tug of approximately 240 feet. This would put the tug aground, as the channel 
at this location at present is only about 200 feet wide. We would have to pro- 
ceed very slowly up such a narrow channel because the suction may carry away 
lines on other ships moored at adjacent piers. If the channel were to be used 
as it is now, the ships would have to be turned and backed up the narrow channel 
with the use of several tugs. I would refuse to navigate it under such condi- 
tions, as, in my opinion, it would be unsafe. Modern vessels, such as the Lur- 
line, or any other vessel that has a large flare at her bow, cannot be steered ac- 
curately by tugboats under the bow. The vessel must use its own power for 
steerage way. With her propellers in operation close to the bottom, a large 
volume of mud is thrown up which fouls the ship’s condensers and causes dam- 
age, delay, and expense in clearing her salt water circulating system from mud 
deposits. Such a vessel should be taken in bow first, which would require the 
complete shoal area of the east basin to be dredged out in order to provide suf- 
ficient space to maneuver and turn to head out down the main channel. 

Wind velocity records at Los Angeles Harbor have indicated a considerable 
percentage of winds over 25 miles per hour. Such a wind against the bow of the 
Lurline or a similar vessel would have a tendency to “sail the ship” right onto a 
dock or into the shoal area. I would not attempt to take a vessel of this type 
into the new terminal under the situation now existing. The more space avail- 
able for maneuvering, the safer and faster the ship can be handled, and vessels 
are being built larger all the time. 

If the Lurline were to be taken into the new terminal without passing any 
cther vessel alongside the dock, under present conditions, it would take approxi- 
mately 30 minutes to dock or undock the vessel, from a point immediately oppo- 
site the terminal. Under the same conditions, with the east basin completely 
dredged, such an operation could be completed in approximately half this time. 
This comparison is assuming fair weather conditions ; under a heavy or moderate 
wind it would take 2 great deal longer. The stronger the wind, the more chance 
of damaging ship and structures and cases could arise where sailings might be 
delayed because of high winds. 

With respect to the relative advantages of the old terminal and the new ter- 
minal for purposes of handling passengers and cargo, I wish to point out that the 
old facility at berths 156-160 is located in a bottleneck, not only from the stand- 
point of maneuvering the ship but from the standpoint of loading and unloading 
passengers and freight. On sailing days, the Lwrline may load 700 to 750 pas- 
sengers with their baggage, and these people, together with their guests, must 
get down to the terminal through heavy automobile traffic with practically no 
parking facilities. The passengers must cross over railroad tracks and between 
piles of cargo stored in the streets for lack of space to store it elsewhere, and 
walk through transit sheds where cargo-handling equipment is being operated, in 
order to board the ship. Accidents have occurred resulting in personal injury 
to passengers and guests by reason of this situation. Cargo and dunnage stored 
in the streets is not only hazardous to automobile traffic, but is not the most ideal 
method of protecting cargo from loss by pilferage and from the effects of the 
weather. Delays in loading and unloading, due to this congested situation, result 
in heavy expense to the steamship operator. 

At the new terminal we will have 48 acres of backland paved for ample park- 
ing space, and a large area for handling cargo, both outside and inside the ter- 
minal. Passengers and baggage will be loaded and unloaded overhead via ramps 
and mechanical conveyors clear of the cargo-handling area. Time will be con- 
served and loss due to accidents and delays incident to congestion will be 
eliminated. 

From my experience as a master mariner of many years’ standing, I believe 
that the welfare of the port, the steamship operators, and the commerce and 
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navigation of the United States, would be greatly enhanced by the accomplish 
ment of the proposed dredging project by the Federal Government. 

Mr. AnceL_t. Thank you, Captain. 

Mr. McDonoveu. For the information of the committee, that facil- 
ity, as I stated, cost $8 million, and it would be of practic ally no use 
or of very inadequate use unless the turning basin is dredged to at 
least 35 feet to permit the turning of these large vessels. 

Mr. Perkins. May I call Mr. Earle, the harbor engineer of the city 
of Los Angeles? I would like to have him go into as much detail as 
the committee will receive, in order to show the engineering data that 
is connected with this proposed project. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. 

Mr. Earle, we are very glad to hear you, sir, but the committee is 
laboring under a rather strict schedule. We may be called by the 
House at any moment. So will you please keep that in mind and 
you will have the privilege of extending your remarks for any addi- 
tional length of time, if you desire. 


STATEMENT OF E. CLINTON EARLE, CHIEF ENGINEER OF THE 
BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES 


Mr. Earte. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. I will proceed as rapidly as possible, rand if you are called 
on I will stop. 

My name is E. Clinton Earle. I am chief engineer of the Board of 
Harbor Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles. I have served 
in this capacity and in the capacity of assistant chief engineer for 

approximately 28 years, during which time the design and construc- 
tion of marine terminals and the development of the waterways of 
the port of Los Angeles have been under my immediate supervision. 

A great world port—the largest port on the Pacific coast—has been 
developed by the city of Los Angeles at tidewater in the San Pedro- 
Wilmington districts; and, in the development of this multimillion 
dollar port over the years, there has been kept in mind, by the com- 
missioners of the port authority and by the engineers engaged in the 
development of the marine terminal facilities ‘and w aterways of the 
port, the great need of the Nation’s Armed Forces in the event of 
national emergencies; and in the development of the port as a whole, 
cognizance has been taken of the part the port would play in such 
emergencies. 

In World War II, the port of Los Angeles was designated by the 
Armed Forces as the port of embarkation of southern California, 
from which great numbers of troops and millions of tons of accou- 
terments of war passed en route to the war theaters in the Orient and 
the South Pacific. The port of Los Angeles played a tremendous 
role throughout the entire period of W orld War I; however, it was 
that emergency that disclosed some of the weak links in the port facil- 
ity as a base for the dispatch of troop-laden ships and war materiel. 

Although the port of ce Angeles, with its miles of terminal facil- 


ities—150 miles of rails, 28 miles of w aterfront, and 200 miles of high- 
ways—was able to provide berthage, simultaneously, for vessels hav 
ing a combined cargo-lifting capacity of 350,000 tons, and to handle, 
through its portals, millions of tons of military cargo, nevertheless 
the military program was hampered and great delays ensued due to 
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a lack of suflicient transit shed capacity, insufficient paved open stor- 
age areas, and shortages of berthing space at wharves. Obviously, 
our most pressing need was for more and larger transit sheds through 
which the movements of cargoes of war material could be efficiently 
and expeditiously handled. 

To remedy this situation and to meet the heavy demands made by 
the rapid expansion in waterborne commerce, immediately following 
World War II, the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners— 
with the release of materials of construction after the close of the war— 
immediately proceeded to vastly increase the transit shed and storage 
facilities throughout the port of Los Angeles, including the construe 
tion of the east basin facilities known as berths 195 199. These new 
facilities are of tremendous scope and of great national importance 
from the standpoint of defense, in that they comprise transit sheds of 
great. width and length supported by enormous paved areas for open 
storage. 

In that connection I would like to invite the attention of the gentle 
men of the committee to the various pictures on the wall that the show 
th transit shed and the adjacent waters. I have sent some pictures 
around which give you a better idea. The pictures on the wall show 
the terminal area and these red hatched pictures show the dredging 
that is required. 

The new east basin marine terminai facilities adjacent to the subject 
dredging project are serviced by a network of both highways and rails, 
the latter terminating in a large railroad hold yard immediately in 
the rear of the new terminal. These facilities—the largest of their 
type in the country—costing the city of Los Angeles approximately 
$8 million—were started late in 1949 with the first release of materials 
of construction, and now stand within 2 months of completion. 

The adjacent east basin Federal dredging project, recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers of the United St ‘ates ( ‘orps of Engineers and 
by the Secretary of the Army, can be completed on a se hedule that will 
permit the opening of this vast new marine terminal facility about July 
10, 1953, at which time it will be made available to serve the large high- 
seas fleet of the Matson Navigation Co. and other overseas vessels, at 
the same time releasing marine terminal facilities of lesser magnitude 
for the use of vessels of other freight lines, which facilities are 
urgently needed by other lines seeking to operate into and out of the 
port of Los Angeles. 

In that connection I would like to file a telegram and read you the 
contents, showing the congestion that exists in Los Angeles, due to this 
particular situation : 

E. C. EARLE, 
Chief Engineer, Los Angeles Harbor Department, 
Mayflower Hotel 

Accurate information not available showing number of vessels or tonnage 
diverted due to lack of shed space. Upwards of 25 vessels or Silver Line, Ltd., 
Java Pacific Line, American Mail Line, Pacific Far East Line, American President 
Line, Klaveness Lines, Fred Olsen Line, carrying more than 30,000 tons rubber 
and nitrate fertilizers diverted San Diego, San Francisco, Stockton, and Oakland 
in addition to many others of which no record kept. This all result of insufficient 
covered transit shed space. Request for terminal space pending from Balfour- 
Guthrie, Grace Line, Isthmian Steamship Co., West Coast Terminals, agents for 
Pacific Far East Line, Kerr Line, Coastwise Line, and Transmarine Navigation 
Co., agents NYK and Saguenay Terminals, Ltd. 

B. J. CAUGHLIN, 
Assistant General Manager. 
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All of this material had to be shipped to other ports and unloaded 
there and returned to Los Angeles because we did not have the exist- 
ing waterway. 

I would like to add that to the record. 

The existing extremely narrow channel skirting the northwest side 
of east basin is used by small vessels of light draft in the lumber trade 
serving the lumber industry in the upper reaches of the channel. 
Use of the vast new terminal facility now under construction, or even 
the fullest use of other existing facilities in the same general area, 
cannot be realized until the bar to free access thereto—the east basin 
shoal—is removed, thereby permitting free passage at any time, ir- 
respective of tides, winds, or fog, to the deep-draft Greyhounds of the 
Pacific, which vessels will serve the port of Los Angeles and will utilize 
the new terminal facilities in great numbers. 

On July 11, 1949, the port of Los Angeles filed a petition with the 
United States Government requesting that the United States remove 
the east basin shoals, by dredging, as provided by the Federal law and 
as has been historically customary in similar instances in harbors and 
waterways throughout the United States. A hearing, relative to the 
removal of the shoals in question by dredging, was held by the United 
States engineers in Los Angeles, on May 11, 1950, and after an exten- 
sive and careful study and review of the necessity for the carrying 
out of this project, which studies were made by the office of the 
United States district engineer in Los Angeles and by the office of the 
United States division engineer in San Francisco, the reports and 
studies were transmitted to the Chief of Engineers of the United 
States Army and, thereafter, reviewed by the Board of Engineers 


for Rivers and Harbors of the United States Army. 
Said Board, in a public notice issued under date of July 3, 1952, 
stated in part—and I quote—as follows: 


The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has for review as required by 
law the report of the division engineer on investigation of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbors, Calif.; made in response to resolutions respectively adopted 
February 1, 1946, and February 17, 1950, by the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States. The division engineer recommends modification of the existing 
Federal navigation project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors to provide 
for improvement of east basin and west basin each to a depth of 35 feet, at an 
estimated first cost to the United States of $900,000 for east basin and $1,131,000 
for west basin, a total of $2,031,000, and increase in annual maintenance of 
$5,000 for east basin and $1,000 for west basin, a total of $6,000, subject to the 
conditions that (a) special anchorage area A-4 be disestablished before im- 
provement of east basin is undertaken; (0) no improvement of west basin be 
undertaken until removal of the bridge across the entrance; (c) the improvement 
of east basin be undertaken before improvement of west basin; and (d) local 
interests (1) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance of improvements, 
for dredging, and for disposal of dredged material; (2) hold and save the United 
States free from damages arising out of construction or operation of the works; 
(8) provide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and trans- 
fer facilities open to all on equal terms; (4) accomplish without expense to the 
United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other 
utility facilities as well as their maintenance; (5) dredge slip Y in west basin; 
and (6) remove and relocate existing small-boat facilities in east basin. He 
finds further that construction of a ship canal between west basin and Laguna 
Dominguez, and improvement of Consolidated slip by the United States, are 
not justified at this time. 

In accordance with law, the report has been referred to the Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors for review and was considered at a recent meeting 
of the Board. After full consideration of the report of the division engineer 
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and the information now available, the Board is of the opinion that improve- 
ment of east basin to a depth of 35 feet as recommended by the division engi- 
neer is warranted but that improvement of west basin by the United States is 
not justified at this time. Since ample space exists along east basin to take 
care of expansion of harbor facilities required in the foreseeable future, the 
Board is of. the opinion that authorization for improvement of west basin should 
be postponed until after full development of terminal facilities along east basin 
has been assured and the need for additional terminal facilities in west basin 
established. 

All parties interested in improvement of west basin are invited to submit by 
August 4, 1952, statements and arguments bearing upon the necessity and justi- 
fication therefor. Such statements should be addressed to the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, 119 D Street NE., Washington 25, D. C. If an oral 
hearing is desired it is requested that the Board be notified promptly in order 
that a mutually satisfactory date may be scheduled. 


THe Boarp or ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS. 


Again the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, under date 
of October 1, 1952, addressed their report to the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, relative to the Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors Federal project, from which the following is quoted, with 
respect to the dredging of the shoals in east basin: 


OcTOBER 1, 1952. 
Subject: Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

* * * The district engineer finds that improvement of east and west basins 
is necessary to permit unrestricted use of existing and proposed modern terminal 
facilities, but that construction of a ship canal between west basin and Laguna 
Dominguez is not justified at this time. His plan for improvement of east basin 
provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet a generally triangular area of 
approximately 80 acres on the north side of Cerritos Channel, including special 
anchorage area A-4, but excluding the Consolidated slip which the district 
engineer points out is neither a through channel nor a turning basin and services 
only a limited number of private operators. His plan for improvement of west 
basin provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet an irregular area of approxi- 
mately 105 acres including the entrance channel and the center shoal. The 
district engineer estimates the Federal first cost for east basin at $896,500 for 
dredging and $3,500 for aids to navigation, and for west basin at $1,125,000 
for dredging and $6,000 for aids to navigation. 

The non-Federal first cost for east basin is estimated at $306,000 consisting 
of $156,000 for extension of an outfall sewer on Terminal Island and $150,000 
for removal of small-craft moorings. The non-Federal first cost for west basin 
is estimated at $226,000 consisting of $156,000 for the outfall sewer extension 
on Terminal Island, applicable only if east basin is not dredged, and $70,000 
for cable relocations. All costs are based on 1950 prices. Annual carrying 
charges for improvement of east basin are estimated at $46,400 composed of 
$40,000, Federal, and $6,400, non-Federal; and for west basin at $47,900 com- 
posed of $4,900, Federal, and $3,000, non-Federal. The district engineer esti- 
mates the annual benefits from improvement of East Basin at $101,400, of which 
$48,400 is from reduction in vessel delays and $53,000 is from reduction in towage 
und piloting charges. He estimates the annual benefits from improvements of 
west basin at $58,600 due to reduction in vessel delays. The benefit-cost ratios 
for east and west basins are 2.2 and 1.2, respectively. The district engineer 
states that removal of the bascule bridge across the entrance to west basin is 
being made the subject of a separate investigation under existing law. 

The district engineer recommends modification of the existing project to provide 
for improvement of east and west basins in accordance with his described plans, 
provided local interests furnish without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance of 
improvements, for dredging, and for disposal of dredged material; hold and save 
the United States free from damages arising out of construction or operation 
of the works; provide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal 
and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; accomplish without expense to 
the United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and 
other utility facilities as well as their maintenance; dredge slip Y in west basin; 
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and remove and relocate existing small-boat facilities in east basin. He furthe: 
recommends that special anchorage A-4, located within the triangular area t 
be dredged, be disestablished before improvement of east basin is undertaken 
that no improvement of west basin be undertaken until removal of the bridg 
across the entrance; and that improvement of east basin be undertaken before 
improvement of west basin. The division engineer concurs. 

Local interests were informed of the recommendations of the reporting officers 
They also were notified that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, from 
the information presented, was not convinced of the advisability of the United 
States undertaking the improvement of west basin at this time since ample space 
exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor facilities required in 
the foreseeable future. Local interests were invited to submit additional infor- 
mation to the Board. Careful consideration has been given to the communi 
cations received. 


VIEWS AND RECOM MENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS 


The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in the views of th 
reporting officers that improvement of east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, is war 
ranted and that construction of a ship canal from west basin to Laguna Domin 
quez is not advisable at this time. Prospective benefits from improvement of 
east basin are sufficient to justify the estimated expenditure required. Ample 
space exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor facilities 
required in the foreseeable future. Under these conditions authorization for 
improvement of west basin should be postponed until after full development of 
terminal facilities along east basin has been assured and the need for additional 
facilities in west basin established. Furthermore, since additional termina] 
facilities in west basin will not be necessary for some time to come, annua! 
benefits of $22,610 attributable to new traffic expected as a result of construction 
of terminal facilities at slip Y on west basin will not materialize. Annual bene 
fits from improvement of west basin that remain after deducting the $22,610, 
amount to only $35,990 and the resulting benefit-cost ratio is 0.75. 

The Board accordingly recommends modification of the existing project for 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet 
over an area of about SO acres in east basin, generally in aeeordance with the 
plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the 
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to 
the United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance 
in addition to that now required; provided that local interests agree to: (a) 
furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when 
and as required; (0b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide and maintain at 
local expense adequate public terminal facilities open to all on equal terms 
(d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States alterations re- 
quired in sewer, water-supply, drainage, and other utility facilities; and (f) 
remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in east basin; and provided 
further that special anchorage area A-—4 be disestablished prior to improvement 
of east basin. 

For the Board: 

G. J. Noxp, 
Major General, 
Chairman. 


Brig. Gen. C. H. Chorpening, Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Civil Works, under date of February 5, 1953, advised the chief engineer 
for the Board of Harbor Commissioners at Los Angeles as follows: 


FEBRUARY 5, 1953 
Mr. BE. C. Earte, 
Chief Harbor Engineer, 
Office of the Harbor Engineer, 
San Pedro, Calif. 

Deak Mr. Earte: Reference is made to your letter of January 8, 1953, ad 
dressed to the Chief of Engineers, inquiring as to the status of the proposal 
for dredging the east basin at the Port of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Subsequent to my letter to you dated May 13, 1952, the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors completed its action on the Los Angeles-Long Beach 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 35 


Harbor report, which includes consideration of the improvement of the east 
basin area, and the proposed report thereon by the Chief of Engineers has 
been submitted to the State of California and interested Federal agencies for 
their views and comments. The comments of the State of California have 
recently been received. 

You may be assured that promptly upon receipts of the other necessary com 
ments, the report will be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for a determi 
nation as to its relation to the program of the President. Submission to 
Congress will follow after a reply has been received from the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. CHORPENING, 
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant Chief of Pnyineers for Civil Works. 


Subsequent to February 5, 1953, Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief 
of Engineers, transmitted to the Secretary of the Army, for transmis 
sion to Congress, the following communication: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. ¢ 
Subject : Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif 
lo: The Secretary of the Army. 

[ submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, adopted February 1 
1946, requesting the Board to review the reports on Los Angeles Harbor, Calif,, 
contained in House Document No. 896, 65d Congress, 2d session, with a view 
to determining if it is advisable at this time to improve Bixby Slough and 
Dominguez Del Amo for the purpose of providing an inner harbor closer to 
the city of Los Angeles; and also a resolution of the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives, adopted February 17, 1950, requesting 
the Board to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., 
submitted in House Document No. 8438, 76th Congress, 8d session, and prior 
reports, with a view to determining whether further harbor and channel im- 
provements in the east basin area, Los Angeles, are advisable at this time. 

After full consideration of the reports secured from the distriet and division 
engineers, the Board recommends modification of the existing project for Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet over an 
area of about 80 acres in east basin, generally in accordance with the plan of 
the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of 
the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States 
of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance in addition to 
that now required; provided that local interests agree to: (@) Furnish without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as re- 
quired; (0) hold and save the United States free from damages due to construc- 
tion and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide and maintain at local 
expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terms; (@) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States alterations 
required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities; and (f) 
remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in east basin; and pro- 
vided further that special anchorage area A—4 be disestablished prior to improve- 
ment of east basin. 

After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom 
mendations of the Board. 

Lewis A. PICK, 
Lieutenant General, Chief of Engineers. 

From the foregoing information it will be readily apparent to the 
gentlemen of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Public Works that the dredging of the shoals from the east basin 
of Los Angeles: ; 

1. Has been under consideration by the United States Army engi- 
neers since July 11, 1949: 


39263 54 vol. 1 4 
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2. Has been recommended by the United States district engineer at 
Los Angeles; 

3. Has been recommended by the United States division engineer 
at San Francisco; 

4. Has been recommended and approved by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors of the Corps of Engineers, United States 
nL 

‘Has been approved by the Chief of Engineers, United States 
donut and transmitted to the Secretary of the Army for transmittal] 
to Congress, whence funds for the carrying out of the Federal project 
must come. 

ts mae in connection with this Federal project it is apparent : 

a) That the time required for the proper surveys and investiga- 
aon of the project, by the various Federal and State agencies, has 
taken the better part of 4 years before reaching Congress for authori- 
zation and the appropriation of funds; 

(6) That, meantime, the huge marine terminal facilities—which, 
in the event of an expanded national emergency or a new national 
emergency would be of inestimable value to the national defense— 
have been brought to within 2 months of completion and, as yet, no 
authorization nor funds have been provided by Congress for the essen- 
tial removal of the east basin antl which is necessary to the making 
of the aforesaid marine terminal facilities available to the great ships 
of the high seas. 

To avoid the total loss of use of the new $8 million marine-terminal 
facilities situated adjacent to the east basin shoals to high-seas com- 
merce, the city of Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners, sub- 
sequent to the introduction of Senate bill No. 1060 and House Resolu- 
tion No. 3054, under dates of February 23, 1953, and February 16, 
1953, respectively, and relying on the provisions thereof, did obligate 
funds previously earmarked for terminal construction for a contract 
for dredging operations in the east basin, which dredging is a Federal 
obligation. The dredging is now under way, and we of the port of 
Los Angeles are now before your honorable body to urge that Con- 
gress pass the bills aforementioned, which will constitute authoriza- 
tion of the project and cover, when moneys are appropriated, the 
expenditure of the necessary funds—less than a million dollars—and 
assure that the city of Los Angeles will be reimbursed in accordance 
with the provisions of the bills in question for expenditures made sub- 
sequent to dates the bills were introduced, covering the removal of the 

east basin shoals, thereby making navigation in the east basin safe 
ti only for the navigation of American-flag vessels, but for vessels 
of all nations engaged in high-seas commerce and calling at the port 
of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Streep. Mr. Chairman, I have a question I would like to ask. 
think Congressman McDonough could probably answer it best. 

Whose congressional district is this work situated in ? 

Mr. Eartz. Congressman King’s. 

If there are any “questions 7 you would like to ask as to the plans or 
pictures, I would be glad to explain them to the committee. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. 

I understand there is one additional witness who desires to get a 
statement into the record ? 
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Mr. Perxins. Mr. Hedger, of the county flood-control office, has a 
prepared statement, and I believe he has already submitted it to the 
clerk of the committee for filing. 

Mr. Ancetu. That has been received. 

I understand the clerk has some additional resolutions; and if they 
are not duplicates of those already received, they may be received in 
the record. 

Mr. Perxrns. Thank you. 

If there are any photographs Mr. Earle could explain and the com- 
mittee is particularly interested in, he would be glad to do so. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any questions with reference to the photo- 
graphs by any members of the committee? I think perhaps we have 
sufficient information on it already in the record. 

Mr. Perkins. Thank you very much for your kindness. 

Mr. Ance.u. That concludes the hearing, and we will take up the 
bills at a later hearing of the committee. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:25 p. m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 9, 1953 


House or REepreseENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers anp Harpors 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


H. R. 3054 ann H. R. 3086—Binis To Auriorize THE IMPROVEMENT OF 
East Bastn, Los Anceves-Lone Breacu Harror, Cair. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:10 p. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chairman 
of the subeommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Aneet.. The committee will come to order. 

This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors for 
the consideration of some committee resolutions and also H. R. 3054 
and H. R. 3086, authorizing the improvement of east basin, Los 
Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, in California. 

Presiously we have had some hearings on these bills and this is 
idditional testimony to be offered. 

We are glad to have our colleague, Congressman McDonough from 

‘alifornia here, who is inte rested in this project. We ask you, Mr. 
MM ‘Donough, to make a statement at this time, if you care to do so, or 
introduce your witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE 15TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McDonovueu. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
committee for the opportunity of reviewing*this project again. The 
reason for asking for a review of it again is because of the urgency 
and the emergency nature of it. I believe that in the review of bills 
of a similar nature before your committee you will not find a bill 
similar to this bill in view of the circumstances that surround it, be- 
cause in this instance we have a problem in the east basin of Los 
Angeles Harbor, where a facility costing some $8 million is build 
on the shore without provision for a turning basin for large vessels, 
which cannot use that facility which is ready to be opened and occupied 
and put into operation on the first of July. 

Because of the lack of that facility the local interests have pro- 
ceeded to spend nearly half, or a little more than half of the total cost 
of the improvement. . 

The bill provides for an estimated cost according to the Army engi- 
neers of $896,000. Local interests have proceeded to award this con- 
tract and go ahead with the job amounting to more than $450,000. 

39 
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The local interests under the circumstances feel that they should be 
given some assurance of reimbursement for the money expended, be- 
cause under normal circumstances if there were no emergency and 
the bill were authorized, the work would be done under the direction of 
the Army engineers, and the full amount would be paid for by the 
Federal Government. 

In addition to the fact that this great facility is almost useless 
without this turning basin being dredged, there is the fact that Los 
Angeles Harbor is a very important harbor on the Pacific coast—the 
most important—and one of the greatest harbors in the United States, 
for that matter; and it is certainly admitted that it will provide addi 
tional facilities for defense purposes as well as for the normal opera 
tion of commerce in the Pacific area and along the Pacific coast. 

I realize that this committee is considering those bills that it might 
include in an omnibus bill for the next session of Congress. I hope 
that you will recognize, since local interests have proceeded to spend 
their own money up to now, that this bill is in a different category 
than the average, which can wait for the time when you report an 
omnibus bill, and that the committee will see its way clear to report 
this bill out at this time and permit this authorization before th« 
omnibus bill is prepared. 

I am very certain that if the House did not take that action, that 
we would have favorable action on the Senate side, because companion 
bills were introduced on the Senate side by Senator Knowland and 
Senator Kuchel. 

Mr. Ancreti. May I ask if the Senate committee has taken any 
action on these bills ? 

Mr. McDonoven. I do not know that they have done so. They 
have held a hearing on the bill under consideration and it is just a 
matter of when their Public Works Subcommittee may meet before 
they will take final action. 

In connection with the Senate’s attitude on this matter, I have 
received just before coming to the meeting here a letter from Senator 
Kuchel in which he states that he has been informed that this com 
mittee is today considering H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086, and that he and 
Senator Knowland have introduced S. 1060, which is the companion 
bill on the Senate side, and he would like to indicate to the committee 
his full support of the measure before the committee with an appro- 
priate amendment providing in substance that reimbursement to the 
city of Los Angeles shall be subject to funds being made available 
therefor and shall not take precedence over any other pending projects 
of higher priority for harbor improvement. 

Then he describes the purpose of the bill which I have just related 
to you. One of the objections, a slight objection in the original bill, 
was that the reimbursement may take precedence over other projects 
and thereby be given priority. We have considered that and we are 
proposing an amendment as indicated by Senator Kuchel that we are 
not seeking priority consideration for reimbursement; that we are 
willing to wait our time for reimbursement at the pleasure of the 
Congress, provided, of course, that we will not be down at the bottom 
of the list but that if there is any impression gained by the commit- 
tee that we are seeking preference, we want to remove that thought. 

My attention was called to a public law—and I do not have the 


number—passed on March 3, 1925, section 11, which, if the amend- 
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ment proposed is not satisfactory to the committee, section 11 of Public 
Law of March 3, 1925, might suffice to provide reimbursement in an 
orderly fashion to the people of Los Angeles who have advanced 
this money. 

Another matter I think is very pertinent to this whole question, 
Mr. Chairman, is the fact that the local interests have proceeded with 
the construction work. That is, the dredging of some 80 acres of 
lowland and shallow water adjacent to this new terminal. 

As I said before, that would equal about one-half of the total im- 
provement. Now, the condition of the subsoil in Los Angeles Harbor 
is sandy; it is marshland. It is not rocky and any dredging there 
may be of a very temporary nature because of wave action which 
might destroy the $450,000 worth of work that is being done. 

In other words, if that equals half of the 80 acres cost of improve- 
ment and if wave action in the interim in shifting the subsoil so as 
to fill in that hole, then the cost would be increased when we get 
around to doing the whole job. 

Furthermore, I am of the impression, although I have no authority 
to make this statement, that if the Congress would authorize this 
project with the work having been started, there would be encour- 
agement enough to the local interests to proceed with the whole job 
with the anticipation of being reimbursed and thereby removing the 
possibility of the marshy land and subsoil and sandy soil filling in 
the hole that was dredged for this emergency. 

Those are the pertinent facts, Mr. Chairman, and any onenes the 
committee might have I would be glad to answer. However, I do 
want to impress upon you the urgency and emergency of this project. 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anoeuyi. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Would the part of the dredging that has already been 
done, or is being done, permit the turning of one of the large liners 
in that area at the present time / 

Mr. McDonoven. As far as the actual area to be provided, the Army 
engineers determined in the first instance that 80 acres of shallow 
water would have to be dredged. I do not have the physical design 
in front of me, but I would say only one-half of the project would 
be provided with this much dredging. Normally and naturally I 
think it would provide to a certain extent a limited operation of the 
facility, but it would not provide the full, maximum possibility of 
its operation. 

Mr. Scupper. But in the long run if only a part were done it would 
be filled in and further work would have to be done at some future 
time. 

Mr. McDonoveu. That is right. 

Mr. Scupper. Even to keep an emergency operation going. 

Mr. McDonoueu. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. It would be much cheaper if the whole project were 
done at one time instead of only a part and then have to go back and 
finish the job. 

Mr. McDonoveu. That is right, because the contractor now operat- 
ing would have to take all of his machinery off the job after he has 
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completed the present contract, and then have the expense of putting 
it back on the job and assembling a crew and going to work on it. 
Then in the interim the possibility of the dredging filling up becaus: 
of a shifting of the subsoil is always present. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Becker. Is that the triangular piece? 

Mr. McDonoven. That is right. You had the maps here when the 
Army engineers were here testifying. It is a triangular piece in Los 
Angeles Harbor that was laid out. 

Mr. Becker. We had the maps here. 

Mr. Anceti. Yes. It was explained to us at previous hearings. 

Mr. Becker. I just wanted to make sure which one it was. 

Mr. McDonoven. Mr. Chairman, the deputy city attorney assigned 
to the Los Angeles Harbor Commission, Mr. Perkins, is here. He is 
very familiar with the situation and he may be able to add to my 
testimony. 

Mr. Anceiu. In just a moment we will be glad to hear from him. 

Are there any further questions? Mr. Machrowicz, the gentleman 
from Michigan ? 

Mr. Macurowrcz. No, sir. 

Mr. Anceiy. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. No questions. 

Mr. Aneetx. If not, we will be very glad to hear the gentleman 
from Los Angeles. 

Mr. Perkins, the committee is very glad to hear you on this bill at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF C. N. PERKINS, DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY, BOARD 
OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Perkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

My testimony at-a previous hearing is fully set forth in the record, 
and the members of the committee have heard to a very great extent 
all of the testimony that we feel we could offer or would be helpful to 
the committee's deliberation at this time, except to say that our Board 
of Los Angeles Harbor Commissioners were in what you might call 
a st ate of extremis in that they had constructed this huge terminal 
over a period of some 20 years and they have it st: nding there and 
not ene le for the full extent and full purpose to which it was to be 
devoted because of the lack of sufficient width of channel to take care 
of the deep-water traffic that would use the terminal. 

Kor that reason we have pressed our aims and desires as far as 
Federal participation in this dredging work is concerned, to the 
extent that we have felt necessary in order to get some assurance of 
authorization. We do not expect to get money now, but we do wish 
to be one by legislative enactment to authorize what we feel was 
a necessary effort on our part to get the thing done in order to have 
this sntnia al available at the time it is completed, that is, July 1. 

In order to meet the possible objections that may be raised from a 
priority standpoint I have endeavored to work out with Congressman 
McDonough and Senator Kuchel and others some language in the 
proposed bill that would obviate the so-called priority element that 
might be considered to be a prior claim by the local interests for being 
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reimbursed for the amount of money they have thus far spent. The 
language which Mr. McDonough has read into the record is in- 
luded in this proposed amendment which I have typed on the face of 
the bill. 

I would like to read the language for the record and hand this to the 
reporter, if I may, to be included in the record. 

First we have included the language proposed by the representative 
of the Chief of Engineers, in line 5, so it will read : 

th the plan and subject to the conditions contained in the report of the Chief 
f Engineers, dated January 23,1953 * * * 

We have included the number of the House Document which has 
since been published, House Document 161 of the 83d Congress, which 
ontains the Chief of Engineers’ report. 

In line 2 on page 2 we have added so that it will read: 

That such reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations applicable thereto 

funds available therefor and shall not take precedence over other pending 
rojects of higher priority for harbor improvement: Provided further, That such 
payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500. 

That is the figure that the Army engineers have estimated. 

Mr. ANceti. What is the total cost of the project ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. $896,500 as per the Chief of Engineers’ report. 

[ will hand this to the reporter for inclusion in the record. 

(H. R. 3086 with the amendments referred to is as follows :) 


LH. R. 3086, 88d Cong., Ist sess. ] 


BILL To authorize the improvement of Bast Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
imerica in Congress assembled, That the project for improvement of East 
Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, California, is hereby authorized in ac- 
cordance with the plan and subject to the conditions contained in the report 
of the Chief of Engineers, dated January 23, 1953, printed as House Document 
Numbered 161 of the 883d Congress, at an estimated cost of $896,500: Provided, 
Chat the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local interests 
or such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent to April 1, 
53, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and found 
to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized: Provided 
ther, That such reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations applicable 
thereto or funds available therefor and shall not take precedence over other 
pending projects of higher priority for harbor improvement: Provided further, 
hat such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500. 


1 


Mr. Perkins. On the matter of the partial accomplishment of this 
project now being undertaken by the local interests—— 

Mr. Anee.L. Is it actually under construction now ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ange... How far has it proceeded / 

Mr. Perkins. It was commenced April 17 and is due to be com- 
pleted, that is, this first half of the work, on July 11. It will include 
about 60 percent of the total amount of dredging recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers in the sum of $457,000 as against $896,500 
contained in the entire project. 

The Board of Harbor Commissioners has, in conformity with the 
public method of calling for bids, entered into a contract on a step- 
down basis for this first unit of the work at a single net unit price of 
$457,000, which will cover about 45 acres of the total 80-acre area to be 
dredged. 
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The balance of the work could be done on this same contract at a 
reduced unit price by reason of the volume. The cost of bringing in 
the dredging equipment from elsewhere, and setting it up, and get- 
ting the spoil-clisposal pipeline laid and the spoil area distributed, 
would be greatly reduced if the whole work were done at the same 
time. 

I am told that it costs about $50,000, and that is just a round figure, 
to lay the pipeline from the dredging area over to the spoil-disposal 
area, and then taking it up and removing it. If only half the work 
were done, we would have to pay a larger unit price from the smaller 
area. In addition to that, we would have to pay the contractor’s cost 
of laying and removing this pipeline through which the spoil is 
pumped. If the balance is done later on then that additional expense 
will have to be gone into again, plus the higher unit cost. 

Mr. ANGELL. So that out of the 86,000 total cost, $50,000 is for 
laying and taking up pipe? 

Mr. Perkins. That, I understand, is included in our present figure 
of $457,000 for half of this area; that is, the cost of laying and remov- 
ing the spoil pipeline. Yes, sir. As far as the actual physical situa- 
tion out there is concerned, I am sure the members of the committee 
are well informed on that. 

We have pictures on the wall here and we distributed the annual 
reports. If there are any questions on that subject I would be glad 
to try to answer them. 

Mr. Anoeti. Are there any questions from the members of the 
committee on my left? 

Mr. Becker. As I understand it, this bill calls for $896,500, which 
is the total cost of the entire development ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. 

Mr. Brecker. I thought there was something that came up at the 
time of the hearing to the effect that the board of commissioners or 
the city was paying a part . the cost. 

Mr. Perkins. There is. I should amplify that. There is an addi- 
tional expense which is not part of the dredging but which is the 
cost of relocating certain sewer lines and also removing some small- 
boat moorings, totaling about $305,000. The local interests are taking 
care of that, or have already taken care of that themselves. That 
sewer line is being extended out beyond this spoil- disposal area, and 
what small-boat moorings have to be moved are in the process of being 
moved. So the local interests have already absorbed that, you see. 

Mr. Anceti. Any further questions? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. I fully appreciate the urgency of this project and the 
necessity for it being undertaken in the re asonably near future. It 
seems to me, however, that the committee will probably face a legis- 
lative difficulty in getting the bill enacted this year. As I understand 
the purpose of the legislation it is to have the project authorized 
now so that next spring you can approach the appropriations com- 
mittee for the approval of funds to carry out this project. 

We have scores of rivers and harbors projects and flood-control 
projects that each Congressman thinks are of great emergency. I 
think the committee believes that these projects should all be placed 
in the rivers and harbors bill which will be presented to the Congress 
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next year. Can you give us some reasonable answer as to why we 
should pick out the Los Angeles project and say we will give it a 
degree of priority that we do not give to other projects? 

Mr. Perkins. The degree of priority, Mr. Mack, which you speak 
of, has to do with the authorization only, and not with the 
appropriation. 

Mr. Mack. The rivers and harbors bill next year will be an author- 
ization bill authorizing certain additional projects to those that are 
already on the planning board. These new projects would become 
eligible to an appr opriation at the beginning of the 84th Congress. 
That would mean if we delay authorization of this project, that will 
delay your project for 1 year. I realize that. 

Mr. Scupper. Just to clarify that, I believe I have an answer to 
the question which you raised. There is no money involved in the 
authorization at this time. They are willing to amend their bill so 
that this project will not receive priority for appropriations over 
and above any other projects of like character now seeking 
appropriations. 

Mr. Perxins, That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. What they are endeavoring to do by this authoriza- 
tion is to establish a Federal responsibility for paying back to the 
local interests the amount of money they have obligated themselves 
for, and which they are putting up in advance. 

I believe with that understanding, it will not give them a priority, 
and I believe in good conscience they should not. expect to pick it up 
next year. There are other projects which are very much in need of 

money. As I understand the amendment that was proposed just 

efore you came in was that they were willing to take their chance 
but that they did want to establish their right at some future time 
to secure the money that they are advancing themselves for the dredg- 
ing of this project. 

Mr. Perxins. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I think I understand that situation. Do you expect 
we should refund you not only the amount of money you expend on 
this job but refund you this money plus interest # 

Mr. Perkins. No, sir. We just want to be made whole at some time 
in the future to carry on what we think is a public project. 

Mr. Mack. You want only to get back the money you actually put 
into the project? 

Mr. Perkins. That is correct. We are not asking for anything else 
except to be made whole at some time. 

Mr. McDonoven. If the gentleman from Washington will yield 
tome for a moment I might say, before you came in—and having been 
a former member of this committee I know your problems and the 
demands made upon you and the extremes that some witnesses go to 
to make their projects seem more urgent and more necessary than 
others—I might say with all due respect to that experience and your 
consideration of this project, I believe if you will check the number 
of bills you have under consideration that may become part of your 
omnibus bill for the next Congress, you will not find another bill 
similar to this one in this respect : That the local interests are willing 
to assume, and have already assumed, and are now spending more than 
half of the total cost of the project out of their own pockets. If you 
had that assurance from other local interests all over the United States 
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on various projects, you would have a lot of demands from some of 
these people that something be done quickly. 

The normal authorization bill that you pass, you know and I know, 
takes its normal course before the Appropriations Committee, and 
some of them wait for a long time before they are given any appro- 
priation. 

Mr. Mack. The average wait, I think, is about 15 years. 

Mr. McDonovuen. All right. On the other hand we are seeking no 
preference over anyone else, except that we want to have some assur- 
ance that the tax revenues that are now being spent—and they are tax 
moneys that are now being spent—to improve that facility, which 
would eventually become an obligation of the Federal Government, 
will be reimbursed, and we are asking for that authorization now. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Perkins, this work now being done is being done 
under the supervision of the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Perkins. It is being done in accordance with their requirements 
and their plans. And the Army engineers, I am told, have been 
present at the time soundings were made, before the work started, 
and they will be called in when soundings are made after the work is 
completed, in order to define the amount of dredging done in accord 
ance with their requirements. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is being done by private contract ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. It is being done by private contract by the city of 
Los Angeles Harbor Commissioners. 

There is one more little thought I would like to interject if I may. 
I am sure the members of the committee would appreciate the difficulty 
that the local harbor authority would be in with this terminal on the 
bank being idle and waiting for this work being done by Federal 
funds. 

The cost of maintaining an idle facility, and the loss of revenues, 
the depreciation and expense, and all that, would be prohibitive and 
we just could not keep that empty facility standing there without 
putting it to work.- So that was our motivating reason for getting 
this thing started, so that the dredging would be done conincident with 
the completion of the terminal. 

Mr. Ancor. We thank you, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Neat. May I ask you one question? Would failure to receive 
authorization from this committee, or from this present Congress at 
this time, deter your further action in completing this work? 

Mr. Perkins. I think it would. Yes, sir. I do not think that our 
people would feel justified in risking tax moneys. 

Mr. Neat. Then we must understand that in such prolongation 
or deferral, that the expense incurred by removing the equipment 
and then replacing the equipment later on, and so on, will enter into 
the total cost of the project ? 

Mr. Perkins. That is my understanding. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Perkins, did you have a statement you wanted 
inserted in the record ¢ 

Mr. Perxrns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Perkins will 
be inserted in the record. 
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(The statement of Mr. Perkins, with attached letter, is as follows :) 


OFFICE OF CiITy ATTORNEY, 
San Pedro, Calif., May 26, 1953 
Hon. GrorcEe A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHatrRMAN: Transmitted herewith is a brief or supplemental 
statement, with copies to the members of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
which the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners would appreciate being 
considered before the bills under consideration by the Committee on Public Works 
are reported out 

For ready reference, we have summarized the points covered in the brief as 
follows : 


1. Answers the objections raised on reimbursement provisions. 
2. Conecurs with Army engineers’ suggestion that priority projects should come 

first. 

Covers precedent for reimbursement established in Florida case. 

Agrees to wait for reimbursement provided legislative coverage is assured 

Stresses the emergency need for new terminal facility. 

Points out that 4 years have elapsed since application for Federal funds was 
made. 

Recites delays in processing of application for Federal funds. 

Shows that Federal participation in entire project is only about 10 percent of 
total cost. 

Tadicates why terminal was built before dredging was authorized. 

Traces the long history of the Army engineers’ report. 

Shows why rising costs required that construction be expedited. 

Details recent conferences with Budget Bureau and other agencies. 

Points out why harbor board was obliged to start dredging forthwith. 

Follows Chief of Engineers’ inspection and requirements. 

Answers questions of policy re preferential treatment and reimbursement. 

Points out that economy does not mean cutting out all public-work projects 

Shows the small amount involved in relation to national benefits. 

Denies that precedent will open the door to abuse because Congress can always 
withhold authorization on the merits. 


It will be greatly appreciated if this supplementary statement is read ane 
considered in its entirety and be made a part of the record in this case. 
Respectfully, 
30ARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, Crty OF LoS ANGELES, 
By C. N. Perkins, Attorney. 


Brier or Los ANGELES BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS IN SUPPORT or AUTHORI- 
ZATION BILyts H. R. 3054 anp H. R. 3086 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, since the hearings on the 
dentical bills to authorize the improvement of east basin, Los Angeles-Long 
seach Harbor, Calif., in the Senate subcommittee on May 20, and in the House 
subcommittee on May 22, 1953, it has been deemed advisable by your applicant, 
Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners, to submit additional information 
not set forth in the prepared statements of the witnesses filed at the hearings, 
in order to meet any possible objections that may be raised by the Bureau of 
the Budget or other governmental agencies, which were not represented before 
your honorable body. No objections were anticipated by this applicant at the 
time of the hearings. We, therefore, beg leave to file this supplemental state- 
ment and ask that the following facts be given consideration by the Committee 
on Public Works of the House, before a report is made on the bills with respect 
to such action as the committees of the whole may recommend to Congress on 
the proposed legislation. 

The Chief of Engineers, through his representative, has suggested certain 
minor changes in the form of the bills, to which applicant has no objections, 
- he has concurred in and recommended to the Congress the adoption of 
the proviso: 
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“That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local i: 
terests for such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent to 
April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized : 
Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500.” 

The only comment of the Corps of Engineers relative to the reimbursement 
provision was to the effect that the Department of the Army did not desire to 
be required to apply funds allocated to river-and-harbor works, to the instant 
project while other projects of higher priority remained unserviced. No ob- 
jection was offered to local interests being reimbursed on this particular project 
for any necessary expenditures they may have been put to after the date men 
tioned for commencing and carrying forward this urgent undertaking as pro 
posed and planned by the Chief of Engineers and as covered in his report of 
January 23, 1953. 

As elsewhere pointed out, the precedent has been established in at least one 
similar recent case which was enacted into law covering work done by local 
interests and thereafter reimbursed by the Federal Government under Public 
Law 516, 8ist Congress, approved May 17, 1950, for the improvement of Lake 
Worth Inlet, Fla., House Document No. 704, 80th Congress, which contains 
practically the identical language that the sponsors of the instant proposed leg 
islation have used here, to wit: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as they may have done upon this project, subse 
quent to July 1, 1949, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project modifi 
cation hereby adopted: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed 
the sum of $305,000.” 

Applicant is willing to wait a reasonable and necessary length of time for 
reimbursement so long as we are assured of coverage for such expenditures 
necessarily incurred to carry out the proposed work of the modified project. 
It would appear that if any insurmountable objection existed on the part of 
governmental agencies to the reimbursement provision it would have been 
raised in the Florida case and not in the instant case. Both local and Federal 
agencies realized that an emergency existed at the port of Los Angeles requir 
ing summary action on the part of those public officials charged with the duty 
of providing necessary harbor improvements for the use and accommodation 
of commerce and navigation of United States-flag vessels engaged in world 
trade. That the public interest and necessity as well as national defense re 
quired the immediate action taken by local interests in starting this urgently 
needed channel-dredging project so as to make immediately available, in the 
national interest, an $8 million shipping facility. 

After the war years of 1942-47, it became necessary to convert to peacetime 
economy in harbors as well as many other enterprises throughout this country. 
Changing conditions required new and more adequate cargo and passenger 
facilities and deeper and wider channels to handle larger and more modern 
merchant vessels using the docks and transit sheds owned, built, and maintained 
by public funds at the port of Los Angeles. The port authorities foresaw these 
requirements long before they came to Congress for the reasonable and urgently 
needed assistance which they now seek and accordingly initiated their request 
July 11, 1949, in the manner required by law, nearly 4 years ago, by filing an 
application with the United States district engineer at Los Angeles for Federal 
improvement of the East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. This timely 
action followed the practice and procedure established under the Rivers and 
Harbors Act for more than 100 years and is the universal method employed by 
port authorities throughout the United States in obtaining the cooperation 
and assistance of the Federal Government in carrying out necessary dredging 
projects in accordance with law, and to open, widen, and maintain harbors 
and channels for the requirements of commerce and navigation of the United 
States. No one, certainly not the local port authorities, anticipated that it 
would require more than 4 years to obtain the necessary authorization and allo 
cation of funds by Congress. 

However, the Korean action and other unforeseen delays were encountered 
which were wholly without the fault and beyond the control of the local authori- 
ties, but were due to the time necessary for governmental investigation and 
examination of details required by Federal regulations. Priorities for building 
materials were granted by Federal agencies because of the military value of 
the terminal being constructed, but otherwise lost motion seemed to prevail 
in processing the dredging application. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 49 


A hearing was finally held on the dredging project before the United States 
district engineer at Los Angeles on May 11, 1950, nearly a year after the appli- 
cation was filed. That hearing resulted in a favorable report by the district 
engineer dated a year later, May 15, 1951. This report was rapidly approved 
by the United States division engineer in San Francisco June 15, 1951, and 
forwarded to Washington with favorable recommendation. The latter report 
was finally processed through the United States Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors with approval on October 1, 1952—more than 3 years after the 
application was initiated. The project was then submitted to the Governor of 
the State of California and approved January 19, 1953, pursuant to Public Law 
19, 79th Congress, 1st session. Likewise the approval of the United States 
Interior Department was obtained shortly thereafter in accordance with gov- 
ernmental requirements. On January 23, 1953, the Chief of Bngineers forwarded 
his favorable report on the Hast Basin project to the Secretary of the Army 
with recommendation for approval in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, adopted February 1, 
1946, and also a resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the House 
adopted February 17, 1950, requesting the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., sub- 
mitted in House Document No. 8438, 76th Congress, 3d session, and prior reports 
with a view to determining whether these contemplated harbor and channel 
improvements in the Bast Basin area, Los Angeles, were advisable. This report, 
House Document No. 161 of the 83d Congress, now before your honorable com- 
mittee, after successfully passing through all the various governmental require- 
ments set forth above, provided: 

“After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board (for Rivers and Harbors) recommends modification of the 
existing project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide 
for a depth of 35 feet over an area of about 8O acres in Hast Basin, generally in 
accordance with the plan of the district engineer and with such modification 
thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable, at an 
estimated cost to the United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually 
for maintenance in addition to that now required; provided that local interests 
agree to: (a) Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and suitable soil disposal areas for new work and subsequent main- 
tenance when and as required; (0b) hold and save the United States free from 
damages done to construction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide 
and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities 
open to all on equal terms; (d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the 
United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other 
utility facilities; and (f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities 
in Bast Basin; And provided further, That special anchorage area A-—4 be dis- 
established prior to improvement of east basin.” 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in its accompanying report, 
provided : 

“The non-Federal first cost for East Basin is estimated at $306,000, consisting 
of $156,000 for extension of an outfall sewer on Terminal Island and $150,000 
for removal of small craft moorings * * * All costs are based on 1950 prices.” 

We wish to emphasize that local interests have provided for the extension 
of the outfall sewer and other requirements of these reports and have lived 
up to and will continue to live up to all obligations placed on them by govern- 
mental requirements. In addition to this, and as required by the terms of the 
above quoted reports, local interests have built at the site of this improvement 
and paid for adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terns, as stipulated by the Chief of Engineers, at a cost of approximately $8 
iillion. These facilities are not for the benefit of special interests but are for 
the benefit and use of the shipping public in general, and in particular, for the 
use of the Federal Government in time of war as a point of embarkation for 
troops and military cargo. 

Applicant considers the building of this terminal to be an obligation which 
inust be met before we could look to the Federal Government to provide the 
necessary dredging improvements recommended and we have performed our 
obligation fully by building with priority materials released by the Federal 
Government in the public interest, the largest and most efficient modern cargo and 
passenger terminal ever constructed anywhere in the world. This terminal 
now stands practically finished and ready to open on July 11, 1953 and will be 
completed exactly 4 years after we first initiated our application for Federal 
dredging assistance. 
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Meanwhile, the application for Federal dredging assistance continued to }| 
processed. The Secretary of the Army, after concurring with the report of th 
Chief of Engineers aforesaid, forwarded the same through the Department of 
Defense, to the Bureau of Budget for advice as to the fiscal policy of the Pres 
dent, which report reached that agency on March 1, 1953. On March 2, the day 
following, the speaker appeared personally before the representatives of th: 
Director of the Budget, at the Executive Office of the President, accompanied b 
the two congressional representatives sponsoring the House bills, and thoroug))ly 
explained the proposed project to the Bureau and requested clearance in view of 
the approaching completion of the terminal in July. At about this same time, an 
in contemplation of the formal recommendation by Army authorities, the Board 
of Harbor Commissioners requested its representatives in the House and Senat: 
to introduce legislation in Congress to authorize the dredging project—the bills 
S. 1060 dated February 23, 1953, H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086, both dated February 
16, 1953, now under consideration by your honorable committee, are the result 
of this request. 

Now, in the intervening 4 years, from the first initiation of this request fo: 
Federal participation in what applicant feels is by no means a purely local proj 
ect, the board of harbor eommissioners prepared its plans and specifications fo. 
construction of the new modern terminal at berths 195-198, east basin, Lo 
Angeles Harbor. These plans were made with the knowledge of the Army engi 
neers and other Federal agencies, with the assumption of a favorable report by the 
Chief of Engineers, that the necessary dredging work would be done at Federa 
expense seasonably and in due time to permit access to the urgently needed 
terminal facility upon its completion 4 years later. The harbor board relied, 
under the Rivers and Harbors Act, upon governmental participation of about 
10 percent of the entire cost of the contemplated improvement including struc 
tures, dredging, and relocation of sewer lines and other requirements. Con 
struction estimates of about $5 million for the terminal were made on a rising 
labor and material market, and building was started. 

\s the building progressed, and costs increased about 60 percent, efforts 
were made all along the line to expedite the rendition of a report by the 
Army engineers, as a bill in Congress for authorization would not be received 
or considered before such a favorable report was forthcoming. As the time 
for completion of the terminal facility drew nearer and no report was rendere: 
the harbor board became more and more disturbed about the delay until finally 
in January 1953, the speaker was sent to Washington to help expedite th¢ 
natter. Numerous conferences were held with all agencies of Government 

to do with the project until a favorable conclusion of the problem seemed 
and. After months of effort, the speaker reported to his board that there 
was a precedent established in the Florida case for proceeding with dredging 
with local funds earmarked for other purposes, with authority for reimburs¢ 
ment later should Congress so provide. The harbor board, realizing that unless 
dredging was started by the middle of April 1953, the local taxpayers woul 
soon have a large terminal structure on their hands, completed and ready fo 
operation, that could not be utilized for the purpose for which it was constructed 
unless the necessary dredging of the east basin adjacent to the terminal was 
accomplished before the opening date in July 1953. Time was of the essenc 
and public funds were involved. The expense of maintaining an idle facility, 
loss of revenue and cargo tonnage due to the inability of large vessels to nego 
tiate the narrow 35-foot channel alongside the terminal, etc., would be prohibitive 
After all, the delay encountered was not the fault of the harbor board but the 
public and national interest demanded that the terminal be put in operation 
forthwith. There was only one practical solution to the problem for the benefit 
of the taxpayers and that was the action the harbor board decided to take. At 
its meeting of March 10, 1953, bids were requested for dredging in accordance 
with plans prepared by the Army engineers and a contract was let for work to 
begin after April 1, 1953, at a favorable figure. Only about 60 percent of the 
recommended dredging permitting minimum access to the terminal was co! 
tracted for by local interests in the amount of $457,000 due to lack of funds 
but the balance of the work can be completed at a lower unit cost on a volume 
basis. Work commenced April 17, 1953, and the portion now contracted for will 
be completed by July 11, 1953, in time to permit using the terminal on its 
opening date. 

Representatives of the United States district engineer visited the site and 
observed soundings being made before dredging started under authority 0! 
the Chief of Engineers and soundings will be taken upon completion of th« 
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dredging work in order to determine that the work has been accomplished in 
accordance with Army requirements. In addition to this, the Chief of Engineers, 
Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis, CEC, personally visited the site and inspected the 
work under way on or about May 15, 1953. 

Applicant is now in the position of being bound on a contract to pay the rea- 
sonable cost of a portion of the entire dredging that is felt to be the obligation 
of the Federal Government, and has acted in good faith in reliance upon a 
practice long established by the Federal Government and upon adequate legis- 
lative precedent to provide sufficient channel depth and width to take care of 
the necessary requirements of deep-water traffic. As a practical matter, a favor- 
able recommendation by the Chief of Engineers has heretofore invariably re- 
sulted in Federal dredging projects being authorized at some time in the future 
and this one is urgently needed now. Applicant has not sought to take undue 
advantage of the situation presented, but feels that this dredging project is for 
the benefit of shipping of the United States as a whole and the Federal Gov- 
ernment benefits by it as well as world commerce, and someone had to take 
the initiative in order to get it started. Federal interest is reflected in in 
creased customs revenues and the military value of the terminal, etc. We 
realize the necessity for the fiscal policy of the present administration to reduce 
the budget and practice and preach economy and have noted current press 
reports to the effect that navigation, flood control, and other civil functions 
of the Army have been greatly reduced by the Appropriations Committee of the 
House; that generally, funds are not being provided to start new projects and 
that even pleas for money to continue work on some projects already under way 
have been rejected. However, the chairman of the Appropriations Committee 
of the House, Representative Taber, recently announced : 

“The committee is determined to eliminate all nonessential spending. At the 
same time we have tried to provide for the necessary requirements of the Gov- 
ernment and to meet our responsibility. We hope to carry out that practice right 
straight through to the end of the session.” 

In line with that declaration applicant points out that this is not a new proj- 
ect—it really started with the beginning of terminal construction 4 years ago. 
In accordance wih Congressman Taber's statement, we say that the Government 
should now meet this responsibility by authorizing this project in accordance 
with the chief of engineer’s report. If this legislation is adopted, the present 
favorable contract which local interests have negotiated can be extended to 
complete the entire dredging project on the descending cost scale presently avail- 
able and without taking up and later relaying the spoil disposal pipeline which 
would save the Federal Government many thousands of dollars and at the 
same time provide for reimbursement to local interests for expenditures neces- 
sarily incurred. If funds appropriated for this project went into the general 
rivers and harbors appropriation for such improvements all over the country, 
such as we understand is the usual practice under omnibus bill procedure, this 
project could conceivably be delayed many more years. Applicant is not askinz 
for any priority here but is willing to take its turn for reimbursement, after 
being covered adequately by proper legislative authorization. 

Applicant does not believe that merely because local interests have under 
taken the work in advance of authorization and the Federal Government may 
be required at some future time to reimburse such costs would necessarily give 
preferential treatment to this applicant or commit the United States to re- 
payment without going through the normal budgeting process. Reimbursement 
for work previously accomplished by local interests have heretofore been pro- 
vided in authorization acts, and if the normal budgeting process were to be 
carried to its logical conclusion here this urgently needed terminal might well be 
sitting on the bank completed and idle for another 4 years awaiting the con- 
clusion of the process, to the detriment of the public welfare, national as well 
as local. Certainly, an economy program does not necessarily mean to cut off 
at the pockets every much needed, worthy public project that already represents 
a substantial investment to the taxpayer, because such a program does not 
always result in economy. The amount to be authorized here is small compared 
to other projects that are being approved and is within the sum customarily 
referred to the Consent Calendar. The instant case does not establish a prece- 
dent that would open the door to abuse because the precedent for reimburse- 
ment of local interests in certain cases has already been established and Congress 
still has complete control of the expenditures by simply denying authorization 
to those projects that are without merit. 
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Applicant therefore urges your honorable subcommittee to report the bills now 
before it to the full Committee on Public Works without further modification 
and recommend that the same do pass. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Boarp OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, 
Ciry or Los ANGELES, 
sv ©. N. Perkins, Attorney. 

May 26, 1953. 

Mr. McDonovueu. Mr. Chairman, I would like permission to insert 
in the record the letter of Senator Kuchel that I referred to. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, that may be inserted in the record. 

(The letter of Senator Kuchel is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
June 9, 1953. 
Hon. GEorGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN: I have been informed that your committee is today 
considering H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086, bills authorizing the improvement of east 
basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif. 

S. 1060, which was introduced by Senator Knowland and myself, is companion 
legislation to the bills now before your committee. I should like to indicate to 
you my full support of the measures before your committee with an appropriate 
amendment providing in substance that reimbursement to the city of Los Angeles 
shall be subject to funds being made available therefor and shall not take preced 
ence over any other pending projects of higher priority for harbor improvement. 

The purpose of these bills is to authorize a dredging improvement of the east 
basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., in accordance with the approved 
report of the Chief of Engineers now in the hands of the Director of the Budget. 
The estimated cost of the improvement is $896,500. The bill provides that the 
Secretary of the Army is authorized to reimburse local interests for such work 
as may have been done upon this project subsequent to April 1, 1953, provided 
that any such work shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and done in 
accordance with the project authorized. 

The approved plan provides for the dredging of a shoal area in the east basin 
of Los Angeles Harbor covering approximately 80 acres of water varying in depth 
from 35 feet to about 10 feet. This shoal is situated immediately adjacent to a 
new terminal constructed by local funds which has already cost $8 million and 
by its completion date of July 1, 1953, will represent an expenditure of approxi 
mately $10 million. The terminal will be for the use of deep vessels engaged in 
service to Hawaii and other Pacific points and will generally handle world com 
merce in United States-flag vessels. 

I would respectfully urge upon your committe that these bills be given your 
careful consideration. 

Sincerely, 
THomaAsS H. KucHEL. 


Mr. Anceti. The committee will now go into executive session. 
(Whereupon, at 3 p. m., the committee went into executive session. ) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 17, 1953 


Housrt or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


H. R. 353—A Bitw To Proving 1 CHANNEL Across Str. GrorGcr ISLAND 
From tHe Guur or Mexico Intro Apatacnuicota Bay, Fra. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the 
House Committee on Public Works, the Honorable Homer D. Angell 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. AnGELL. The committee will come to order. 

This meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
Public Works Committee is called for consideration of H. R. 353, a 
bill introduced by our colleague, Representative Sikes, of Florida. It 
las for its purpose: 

To provide a channel across St. George Island from the Gulf of Mexico into 
Apalachicola Bay, Fla. 

Without objection the bill will be extended at this point in the 
record. 

(The bill is as follows:) 


[ H. R. 353, 83d Cong., 1st sess. } 


\ BILL To provide a channel across Saint George Island from the Gulf of Mexico into 
Apalachicola Bay, Florida 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of National De- 
fense through the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army is authorized to 
provide a channel ten feet deep and one hundred feet wide from the ten-foot depth 
contour in Apalachicola Bay across Saint George Island to within three hundred 
feet of the Gulf shore, thence increasing in width to two hundred feet at the 
shore and continuing with this width to the ten-foot depth contour in the Gulf 
of Mexico; and protected by two rubble-mound jetties extending to the ten- 
foot depth contour in the Gulf, generally in accordance with the plan of the 
district engineer and with such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief 
of Engineers may be advisable, at an estimated Federal first cost of $428,700. 


Mr. Ance.y. Also without objection we will place in the record at 
this point a letter addressed to the Honorable George A. Dondero, the 
chairman of the Committee on Public Works, under date of July 16, 
1953, from Robert T. Stevens, the Secretary of the Army. 
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(The letter is as follows:) 


JuLY 16, 1953. 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 

DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army concerning H. R. 353, 83d Congress, a bill to provide 
a channel across St. George Island from the Gulf of Mexico into Apalachicola 
Bay, Fla. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill if amended in 
accordance with the following suggestions. 

The purpose of the bill, H. R. 353, is to authorize a 10-foot channel across 
St. George Island from the Gulf of Mexico into Apalachicola Bay and protection 
thereof by rubble mound jetties in the gulf. 

The proposed legislation is generally in accord with the report of the Chief of 
Engineers dated June 16, 1952, which is contained in House Document No. 557, 
82d Congress. In this report, the Chief of Engineers also proposes that, at such 
time as the new entrance channel through St. George Island is provided, that 
part of the Apalachicola Bay project known as West Pass Channel be deauthor 
ized and abandoned. 

It is suggested that the bill be revised by (a) striking out the words “National 
Defense” in line 3, page 1, and substituting the words “the Army” to make it 
conform to current general legislation authorizing projects of this type; and 
(b) striking out the words “with such modifications as in the discretion of the 
Chief of Engineers may be advisable” in lines 2 and 3, page 2, and substituting 
the words “the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in House 
Document No. 557, 82d Congress.” 

The estimated cost to the United States for construction of the project is 
$428,700, with $15,000 annually thereafter for additional maintenance, based on 
1950 prices. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of an identical report on a companion bill, S. 1019, however, that 
“fice questions whether single project bills should be favorably considered since 
‘“engress has customarily taken up from time to time all project reports pending 

‘ore it and has enacted a general river and harbor and flood-control bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STevENs, 
Secretary of the Army. 


Mr. Anceti. We are very happy, Mr. Sikes, to have you, our col- 
league here. If it is agreeable with you, I will ask you to proceed as 
soon as we hear from the Corps of Army Engineers. 

Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That will be very satisfac- 
tory to us. 

Mr. Anceiy. Colonel Milne, we will be happy to hear from you on 


this bill. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, ASSISTANT CHIEF FOR CIVIL 
WORKS, RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
bill that we are here to testify on would authorize the construction of 
a channel across St. George Island in Apalachicola Bay. This bill 
would carry out the same intent as is contained in the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers which have been published as House 
Document No. 557 of the 82d Congress. 

The Department of the Army favors enactment of this bill, and 
with the permission of the chairman I would like to go into just a few 
details on the project itself. 

Mr. Anceti. We would be very happy to have you do that, Colonel. 

Colonel Mitnz. I think I can best cover it, Mr. Chairman, from the 
map. 
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The city of Apalachicola is one of the principal fishing ports in 
Florida. At the present time the channel from Apalachicola is a 10- 
foot deep hatha in Apalachicola Bay, and there are two entrances 
nto the Gulf of Mexico; one the West Pass, through this direction 

ndicating]; and another along the Intracoastal Waterway; and 
then the so-called East Pass just ta the west of Dog Island. That isa 
ceeper pass. 

The Chief of Engineers was authorized by the Congress to make 
a study to determine whether or not there should be additional im- 
provements authorized for Apalachicola. In his study he considered 
1. channel across this barrier island, St. George Island from the 10-foot 
depth in Apalachicola Bay, a channel roughly 10 by 100 feet to the 
sland until it got within 200 feet of the Gulf of Mexico, and then it 
would gradually flare out to 200 feet. At the intersection of the island 
and the gulf a provision would be made for 2 jetties extending out to 
a 10-foot depth in the Gulf of Mexico. 

In the study that we made of this particular area we found that the 
existing channels, particularly the West Pass channel, are entirely 
inadequate for navigation. It is a long-about way to get to the 
fishing banks which are generally directly off the center of St. George 
Island, and it is also hazardous to come in in times of rough weather. 
As a result, the fishermen lose a considerable amount of valuable 
fishing time. It also takes additional fuel to get out there. 

Mr. Anceuu. Colonel, before you leave the map, will you identify 
what you were pointing at in the small map. 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. This [indicating] is the outline of the 
northern part of the State of Florida. Apalachicola is located at this 
point here, sir [ indicating}. 

Mr. Anoetxi. Thank you. 

Colonel Minx. This [indicating] is St. George Island, which is on 
the enlarged map here. 

Mr. Aner. Thank you. 

Colonel Mine. After studying the project, the Chief of Engineers 
recommended that the existing project in Apalachicola Bay be modi- 
fied to provide for this 10-foot channel through St. George Island 
at an estimated cost based on May 1950 prices of $432,400. 

Today, ese alated to January 1953 prices, we estimate the cost of that 
project is $533,500. 

The total estimated benefits in the document were $40,100. We 
believe today that those estimates would approximate $44,300. The 
project has a favorable benefit-to-cost ratio. 

The Chief of Engineers recommended to the Congress that the proj- 
ect be authorized, ‘and the bill under discussion today would simply 
iuthorize the project which has already been recommended to this 
committee. 

Mr. Anoety. What is the ratio of benefits ¢ 

Colonel Mine. The ratio of benefits to cost is 1.23 in the document 
estimate. Due to the increased costs and the fact that the annual 
benefits did not, in our opinion, increase quite as much as the increased 
cost, the estimated benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.12 today. 

We would like to make these changes in the bill if it is adopted by 
the Congress: On line 3 of page 1: Strike out the words “national de- 
fense” and substitute the words “the Army.” This would simply make 


it conform to current general legislation authorizing projects of this 
type. 
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On page 2, in lines 2 and 3, strike out the words: 


with such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be 
advisable 

and substitute these words: 

the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in House Document 
No. 557, 82d Congress. 

Mr. AnGeti. What local contribution, if any, is there? 

Colonel Mine. The local contribution in this project would be the 
normal furnishing of lands, easements, spoil-disposal areas, and the 
rights-of-way necessary for construction and subsequent maintenance, 
and hold and save the United States free from all damages, including 
damages to oyster beds due to the construction. Local interests have 
indicated they are willing to accept those terms and comply with them. 

Mr. Ancexxi. Has any actual construction work been done by the 
local interests on the project? 

Colonel Miinez. On the particular project, no; not to my knowledge, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnGetL. Any questions by the committee? 

Mr. Avcnurncwoss. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avucutnctioss. As I understand it, the project really in effect is 
cutting a channel through this island; is that correct ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. Why is it so expensive? Does it involve jetties? 

Colonel Mrine. Yes, sir. The actual dredging of the channel, as 
you have already indicated, would not be too expensive. There are 
2 jetties, each about 700 feet long, which would have to be built at the 
entrance of the channel. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Is there a beach-erosion problem ? 

Colonel Mirune. The beach-erosion board has studied this project, 
and they have come to the conclusion that as a result of these jetties 
there would be some erosion on the east side, I believe, and an accre- 
tion on the west side. Because of the nature of the land on the east 
side of the jetty and the fact that it is not particularly valuable, they 
do not believe there will be any problem involved. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. What is the estimated cost for upkeep ? 

Colonel Miune. The estimated cost for upkeep on the project is 
about $20,000 annually. 

Mr. Aucurnctioss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneett. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Milne, how many fishing boats would use this 
port if it were developed ¢ 

Colonel Mrzne. I will furnish that information. 

Mr. Mack. What is the tonnage? 

Colonel Mrine. You have to recognize that the Intracoastal Water 
way comes through. If you divorce the through traffic on the Intra 
coastal Waterway and confine yourself just to the tonnage which goes 
to Apalachicola City, it amounts to approximately 25,000 tons. 

Mr. Macx. I would like to have that. 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. What species of fish are taken ? 

Colonel Miine. Primarily it is menhaden, red snapper, and | 
believe shrimp. 
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Mr. Mack. The menhaden is the most plentiful fish, or produces 
the largest volume of any fish taken in American waters? 

Colonel Miine. It is the commercial fish used primarily for fer- 
tilizing purposes. That is right,sir. The red snapper is an extremely 
edible fish. 

Mr. Mack. That is the fish we call fillet of sole in restaurants. 

Colonel Mitne. I am not sure of that, sii 

Mr. Aucutncxioss. Menhaden is a fish which is caught off the New 
Jersey coast, and a certain amount of oil extracted from it is used 
n the manufacture of high-speed tools. I know that during the war 
maintaining the channel to the harbor of the menhaden fleet had a 
\igh priority for that reason. 

Colonel Minne. That is very true, Mr. Auchincloss. The menhaden 
ndustry from New Jersey right along the Atlantic coast to the gulf 
s an extremely valuable industry. 

Mr. Aucuincross. On that tonnage you spoke of, is that commercial 
tonnage, or does that include the pleasure craft ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is just commercial tonnage, sir. 

Mr. Aucutincioss. You have no figures on the pleasure craft? 

Colonel Mizner. I have figures on the number of craft, but it is not 
broken down, I am afraid, as between commercial and recreational. 

Here are the figures as of 1949: There were a total of 17,510 motor 
vessels and 828 barges inbound; and a total of 17,595 outbound motor 
vessels and 839 outbound barges. They varied in draft from 1 foot 
to 9 feet. 

Mr. Avucuincvoss. I think, if I may so observe, Mr. Chairman, 
that it is not to the credit of the Engineers that they do not include 
in their estimates the pleasure craft. That is a great industry which 
affects places of this character. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Auchincloss, I may say that I think in recent 
years we have been using pleasure craft as one of the factors measure- 
ments, of benefits for such ports. 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. Mr. Auchincloss, I might say 
just this: So far as the number of vessels which use that harbor is 
concerned, we definitely pick up the recreational craft. But so far 
as the tonnages are concerned, we only consider the tonnages in com- 
modities, and not the tonnages of the vessels. You would pick them 
up in the total number of vessels, but not in the tonnages for com- 
modities, because they do not carry any commereial traffic. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, this project is very similar to the Grays Harbor 
project in the State of Washington, and serves very much the same 
purposes. In other words, our project in the State of Washington 
is providing for a fishing base which takes care of a large number of 
fishing craft, which fish for pilchard, which are similar to the 
menhaden. 

Colonel Mine. That is very true, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The Grays Harbor project is a very worthwhile project, 
and I am sure that this is, too. 

Colonel Minne. It is very similar, as you pointed out, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Anceri. Mr. Scudder? - 

Mr. Scupprer. I am sorry I was not here to hear your statement, 
Colonel. I have no questions. 

Mr. Anoeti. Mr. Oakman ? 
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Mr. Oaxmen. Colonel, what is the length of St. George Island 
facing onto the Gulf of Mexico? 

Colonel Mine. It is 39 miles, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. Thirty-nine miles. 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. There is no means of ingress and egress from the 
inner channel now to the gulf? 

Colonel Mine. That is right, sir. Only through the two passes 
at either end. 

Mr. Oakman. This proposed improvement would probably result 
in the saving of lives over a period of time because of seasonal and 
sudden storms, and so forth and so on? 

Colonel Mine. That is very true. I am sure that the witnesses 
who are here will point out that one of the great dangers out there 
is that the boats get out too far. They get into a sudden squall and 
they have to make the long run to the end of the island. I believe 
they have already had some disasters out there. This channel, as you 
mention, through the middle of the island would reduce that hazard. 

Mr. Oaxman. As Mr. Auchincloss stressed, recreation is probably 
the No. 1 industry, so that the pleasure craft and lives to be saved on 
the pleasure craft in value would probably supersede the value of the 
commercial craft. The commercial craft normally are more durable 
and of a more stormworthy nature. 

What would be the length of this channel from the gulf to the 
inner passage ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. I would say that it is approximately 2 or 3 miles. 
Actually through the island it is going to be something less than 1 
mile. When you consider the channel will have to go from the 10-foot 
depth contour in the bay to a 10-foot contour in the gulf, it may run 
as much as 2 miles. 

Mr. Mack. The primary purpose of this project is to benefit com- 
mercial fishing developments and not sports fishing; is that right? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. In our analysis the only benefits 
in the project are attributable to the commercial fishing. The recrea- 
tional aspects of this particular project have not been evaluated, 
although I am sure, as Mr. Auchincloss and Mr. Oakman have said, 
that recreation does have an important influence in the area. We 
have not taken that into consideration. 

Mr. Mack. The fishing boats which would use this particular 
facility are small boats, with from 2- to 6-man crews ? 

Colonel Miine. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Anoett. Mr. Fallon? 

Mr. Fauion. I notice that the Federal cost estimated is $428,700. 
Is there any local contribution ¢ 

Colonel Miine. No, sir; not in cash. The local contribution would 
be in the furnishing of lands for spoil disposal and in the hold-and- 
save clause to protect the Federal Government from any damage 
claims. 

Mr. Fation. What about maintenance? 

Colonel Mitne. The maintenance would be undertaken by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Fauion. And the cost of that is what ? 

Colonel Miine. It is estimated at approximately $20,000 a year, sir. 

Mr. Fation. The report says $15,000. 
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Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. The report was prepared several years 
ago. Both the costs and the annual maintenance have been brought 
up to 1953 figures. They have been increased in both cases. 

Mr. Faxton. The initial cost would be $428,000 plus approximately 
$20,000 per year maintenance by the Federal Government ¢ 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. The initial cost, sir, is now $536,000. 

Mr. Fation. $536,000 ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnoGeti. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I have just one question: Will the 
expenditure of the $428,700 be sufficient to make the harbor or the 
channels navigable? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir; the $536,000 will be sufficient. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the ratio of cost ? 

Colonel Mine. 1.12 to 1, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. 1.2? 

Colonel Mine. 1.12. 

Mr. AnGetuL. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Scupper. I feel extremely sympathetic to these types of pro- 
grams and improvements in harbors, particularly where fishing is 
concerned, because I always compare it to a farm-to-market road. In 
other words, you have to have a road to get out to the sea in order 
to bring in the food. I do not believe that our expenditures to encour- 
age this type of industry are quite comparable to many other industries 
which the Government aids. I would like to see the harbors improved 
for pleasure purposes, but I do feel it is a great contribution to the 
economy of our country when we improve our harbors. 

Mr. Fation. I notice in your report you state that the benefit ratio 
would be 1.28 to 1. Now, it is 1.12 to 1. How did that happen? 

Colonel Miine. In the original report the cost of the project was 
estimated at $435,400 and the maintenance was $15,000. With the 
benefits at that time estimated at $40,000, the benefit-to-cost ratio was 
1.23 to 1. 

On the January 1953 basis the cost has gone up to $536,500. The 
benefits have gone up to $44,000, but the increase in cost has been 
slightly greater than the increase in benefits, so there has been a slight 
lowering of the benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Mr. Aneett. The committee has two bills before it this morning 
and we well endeavor to proceed as rapidly as we can. I hope that 
the members of the committee in their questions will keep that in 
mind. 

We have with us this morning Senators Malone and Smathers and 
also a number of our colleagues from the House. Judge Sikes, our 
colleague, has been very active in the presentation of this case. I am 
going to ask him to present the further witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Sixes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. We are supporting*this project on the basis of the present 
need for it, as shown by the report of the Board of Engineers and 
their accompanying senctaliaeniatiion 
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I would like for the chairman and the members of the committee 
to keep in mind that the proposed channel will be the outlet for the 
great Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River Waterway, one of the 
most important in the Nation, which is now under construction. This 
chi nel is going to be essential upon the completion of that waterway. 
But we are asking for it on the basis of present need only, and the 
merit of our position is shown by the engineers’ recommendation. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have the happy privilege of presenting 
Senator Malone, of Nevada, who is well and favorably known to the 
chairman and to the members of the committee. 

Mr. Ancetu. Senator, we are very happy to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Martone. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I am happy to 
come over on this bill. It may seem a little unusual to have a western- 
er come over in behalf of a southern State, but I want to say at this 
point that Senator Holland and I have been friends for 35 years— 
in the American Legion, and in World War I; and Senator Smathers 
and I worked together on the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
of the Senate. I was chairman of a Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of our Public Works Committee over there, back in 1948 and 
1949, and I resigned to go on the Senate Finance Committee. I ex- 
plored a good deal of central Florida in 1947 and 1948 and recom- 
mended the first $14 million to start their central project. 

I want to say at this point, Mr. Chairman, that I am sure you are 
entirely familiar with the West. I am sure you are familiar with 
the South. I think the South and the West have many interests in 
common. They are fundamentally producers. 

I am not personally familiar with the project just described. But 

I understand a good deal of money has been expended already, that 
it is a worthy project, and that I am happy to see the committee take 
itup. If we can build and complete flood control, rivers, harbors, and 
irrigation projects in the West and the South where, of course, most 
of these projects are, it will be the new wealth and help our people 
make a living. 

We think of the taxes and of expenses, and that is the last I think 
we should consider. I want to express my appreciation to you as 
chairman for allowing me to appear here this morning and if any of 
you can visit our committees we would be glad to see you there. 

Mr. AnGeti. Senator, we are happy to have you with us. As a 
Westerner I am certainly glad to see you take this broad view of 
the development of natural resources of the United States. Person- 
ally, I think if we are going to survive we must see that we utilize 
to the full our natural resources. I feel that we cannot keep abreast 
of the commitments we have made overseas, and those which must 
necessarily be made, unless we are going to keep building on our own 
house here at home. I think we have been rather dilatory in the last 
several years, particularly as to road construction and the develop- 
ment of rivers and the development of hydroelectric plants, particu- 
larly in the Far West. 

We have been putting on the brakes there in order to expand the 
billions of dollars overseas. Personally, I think we have to take a 
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ew look at the whole field. I am glad to see you take such a broad- 
ninded look at this problem. 

Senator Matone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

We have started it over there, with Senators Smathers and Malone, 
n the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. 

I want to say to the chairman that the sagebrush where our States 
join up on the corner looks just about the same on one side as it does 
on the other. 

Mr. Aneett. Thank you, Senator. Judge Sikes? 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I have the pleasure and privilege of 
presenting the junior Senator from Florida, the Honorable George 
Smathers, who from his previous service with us is very well-known 
n the House. 

Mr. Anceti. We are very happy to have you with us, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE A. SMATHERS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Senator Smarners. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for this 
chance to be here very briefly this morning. 

May I say that possibly the most authentic evidence we have as 
to the necessity for this program and the fact that it is not a waste 
of money is the fact that we have had the junior Senator from Nevada 
over here, who all of you know has never voted for any program he 
thought was uneconomical and who has never been one given to waste 
ind who at no time was ever charged: with being a spendthrift or a 
New Dealer or anything like that. When George Malone tells you 
he is in favor of a project, you know it is a good project, and one he 
thinks will return a ratio high enough to merit the Congress of the 
United States giving it consideration. 

[ have been out in this area. There is very little I can add to this. 
| know of the need. I know of the anxiety of the people out there 
ind their desire to have this. 

I might say to you that Apalachicola is one of our most historic 
cities. For many, many years in the history of our State it was our 
largest city. 

The first bank we ever had in our State was at Apalachicola. The 
first newspaper we ever had was at Apalachicola, It was at the very 
mouth of this wonderful river which came down from the Northern 
States, and on which river the South shipped out most of its cotton 
in the pre-Civil War days and shortly after the Civil War. Of course, 
when the railroad came in there was a little change. Apalachicola 
fell behind. But recently, by the development of the Chattahoochee 
and Apalachicola River Basin, with a series of dams, and the develop- 
ment of new farming techniques, we have seen this whole area come 
to life again. 

Apalachicola is growing, and the need for this route, you might 
say, or as Congressman Scudder has said, a road out to the markets, 
has become more necessary as time has gone on. 

The silt which comes down the river now fills up the existing chan- 
nel, requiring these fellows td go far out to the west in order to get 
out into the Gulf of Mexico. It requires continual dredging in order 
to keep the channel open. It is dangerous in time of rough weather. 
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It impedes the fishermen in their efforts to make a livelihood for them- 
selves and their families. 

There is no doubt but what this is the kind of project which the 
Congress should undertake. You have heard the engineers mention 
the ratio of return. I think that is sufficient unto itself. 

I want to go as strongly and as strenuously as I can on record and 
say I think this is the kind of project that the Congress could well be 
on record in favor of. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetu. Senator Smathers, I am sure the committee appre- 
ciates your taking the time to come over here. Since your promotion 
from the House we do not see much of you. 

Senator Smaruers. I have often wondered if that was a promotion. 
In any event, it is a pleasure to be back. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, Senator Holland had intended to be 
with us, but was prevented at the last minute from coming here be- 
cause of a very important committee situation. He is represented 
by his executive secretary, Mr. James Golden. I request that Mr. 
Golden have permission to insert a statement in the record of the 
hearing for Senator Holland. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection that will be done. 

(The statement is as follows :) 

JULY 24, 1953. 
Hon. Spressarp L. HOLLAND, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: I acknowledge your letter of July 23, 1953, and, as you request, 
the st itement enclosed therein will be included in the transcript of hearings 
on H. R. 353, to provide a channel across St. George Island from the Gulf of 
Mexico into Apalachicola Bay, Fla. 

Very sincerely yours, 
GeorGe A. DONDERO, M. C., 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
July 28, 1953 
Hon. GEorGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am pleased to enclose my statement on H. R. 353, a 
bill to provide a channel across St. George Island from Gulf of Mexico into 
Apalachicola Bay, Fla., which I would appreciate your having printed in the 
hearings on this bill. 

With kindest regards, I remain 

Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HoLLanp. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SpessarD L. HOLLAND, DEMOCRAT, OF FLOoRMmA, on H. R. 
353, a Brit To Provipe A CHANNEL Across St. Grorce ISLAND From GULF OF 
Mexico INTO APALACHICOLA BAY, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to submit a statement on 
H. R. 3538, which would authorize the Corps of Engineers to provide a channel 
across St. George Island, Apalachicola Bay, Fla. This channel is urgently needed 
and is vital to the fishing industry of that section of the Gulf of Mexico. 

The project receive a favorable recommendation from the United States Corps 
of Engineers in a report dated June 16, 1952 (H. Doc. 557, 82d Cong., 2d sess.). 
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Che engineers recognized the need for this channel to facilitate operations of 
ocal fishing fleets and boats from other localities and have declared the project 
» be economically justified. 

The channel will increase substantially the actual fishing time for the fleets 
of fishing bouts in that area by greatly decreasing the distance to fishing areas. 
it will shorten the round trip from Apalachicola by about 20 miles, with a conse- 

ent reduction in fuel consumption and increased seafood yield of mullet, 
shrimp, snapper, grouper, and menhaden. It will also lessen the danger for our 
fishermen by providing access to the gulf without the necessity of navigating the 
treacherous channels now existing and by providing an easily accessible haven 
from the storms which occur with great frequency in that area. 

The facts concerning the project are clearly set out in the engineers’ report 
ind local interests are anxious to help in every possible way, including the 
idvancement of funds with which to get this vital project under way at the 
earliest possible date, 

\ comprehensive plan has been authorized by Congress, with millions of dollars 
ready appropriated, for the improvement of the entire basin of the Apalachi- 
ola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers. This project includes dams, reservoirs, 
and channel work which will provide a channel depth of 9 feet for a minimum 
with of 100 feet on the Apalachicola River and to Columbus, Ga., on the Chatta- 
hoochee River and to Bainbridge, Ga., on the Flint River. In order to permit the 
full beneficial use of this project, it will, of course, be necessary to provide this 
channel across St. George Island, which lies directly across the Apalachicola 
Bay from the mouth of the Apalachicola River. 

I strongly recommend that H. R. 353 be favorably reported as soon as possible 
n order to get this project under way at the earliest possible date for the imme- 
diate protection of life and property in this area of great fishing activity and to 
permit full use of the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers project upon 
ts completion. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, we are very appreciative of this time 
taken from the busy schedule of the committee. A number of our 
colleagues in the House are here. If it is permissible I will introduce 
them, ask them to stand, and with the permission of the chairman 
and committee I will ask that they be allowed to insert statements 
in the record rather than to give their statements at this time. I do 
this to conserve the time of the committee. 

Mr. AncetL. That would be satisfactory to the committee, I am 
sure. 

Mr. Suxes. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to present our able colleague 
from Georgia, Mr. Pilcher, whose district borders on the great Apala- 
chicola Waterway development and who is very much interested in 
the project now before the committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. L. PILCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Prrcuer. Mr. Chairman, may I say just about three words? 

Mr. AneeLL. You may. 

Mr. Pricuer. As stated by Mr. Sikes, a good portion of the Jim 
Woodruff Dam development project, at the mouth of the Chatta- 
hoochee and Flint Rivers, is in my district. Thirty-seven years ago 
| was superintendent of the Royster Fertilizer Co., at Columbus, Ga. 
A good portion of our fertilizer was shipped down the Chattahoochee 
River to points in Georgia, Florida, and Alabama. We had two boats 
a week from Columbus to Apalachicola, Fla., but in those days we 
did not know much about sofl conservation, and as the land was 
cleared, the river began to fill up with silt, and today it is too shallow 
to operate even a barge. The Jim Woodruff development, and then 
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farther up the river the Columbia and Fort Gaines development, 
and then up to Atlanta and the Buford Dam development (which 
will be completed in the next 2 years, lend hope to future water 
transportation from the gulf to Atlanta. This St. George Channel 
development, which you are considering today, is just an extension 
of this entire water-route development from Atlanta to the gulf, and 
for that reason I want to endorse everything that my colleagues from 
Florida have said. I think it is practical from a soil- conservation 
standpoint, a business standpoint, and every other standpoint. 

Mr. ANGELL. Congressman, we are very glad to have your state- 
ment. You may extend it further, if you desire. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, it is with pleasure that I present our 
able and beloved colleague, Hon. Dwight Rogers of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DWIGHT L. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief. I just 
want to endorse this project and associate myself with my fine col- 
league, Mr. Sikes, who, of course, is interested more than I am, even 
though I am strongly interested. 

You will notice, I think, that the Florida delegation tries to stand 
together on projects which have merit. We never come before you 
appearing for something which does not have merit. This project we 
strongly support. 

I appreciate the opportunity to associate myself with this. 

Mr. Angeti. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I wish now to present our able and dis- 
tinguished colleague, Hon. Sid Herlong. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertonc. Mr. Chairman, in connection with this project | 
think that the committee has heard a very splendid justification from 
the engineers. Your own fine statement itself was justification enough 
for this project. I appreciate very much the remarks of my dear 
friend the gentleman from Tennessee. It is very kind of him to 
express himself that way about it. 

I just want to add my voice to those of the rest of the Florida 
delegation and the other people who have spoken for this project. 
We think it is worth while. We need it. We need it now and we 
will appreciate your helping us with it. 

Mr. Ancetzt. Thank you. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to present our able and 
distinguished colleague, the Honorable Charles Bennett. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of 
being here. 

I am Congressman Charles E. Bennett, a Member of Congress from 
the Second District of Florida. I am happy to associate myself with 
the others here today urging favorable consideration of H. R. 353. 
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I believe this project is practical and that it will be valuable to the 
economy of our country. I appreciate this opportunity to urge your 
approval of this project. 

I sincerely hope that committee will approve it. 

Mr. Aneeii.. We are happy to have you with us. Your statement 
will be included in the record at this point. 

Mr. Benner. Thank you. 

Mr. Sixes. I am glad that it is my privilege to present our able 
and distinguished colleague, the Honorable Bill Lantaff. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. (BILL) LANTAFF, A REPRE- 
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Lanrarr. Thank you. I want to join with my colleagues from 
the South and Florida to urge approval of this project, because I 
know it will benefit not only the economy of the State of Florida but 
the whole southeastern portion of the United States as well. 

Mr. ANGELL. We are very glad to hear from you, Mr. Lantaff. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the privilege of 
presenting our able and distinguished colleague, the Honorable 
Jim Haley. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES A. HALEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, a fresh- 
man Congressman should just say “amen” and sit down. That is what 
I am going todo. I hope you will give this your consideration. 

Mr. ANGELL. Being a “Angell,” 1 will say “amen,” too. 

Mr. Srxes. I wish now to present our able and distinguished 
colleague, the Honorable Courtney Campbell. 


STATEMENT OF HON. COURTNEY W. CAMPBELL, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Campseti. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the First District of 
Florida approves this project and is in favor of it 100 percent. 

Mr. Anceui. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Srxes. May I now present our able and distinguished colleague, 
the Honorable Billy Matthews. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I come from the Eighth District of 
Florida, the Suwannee River district. I know this area, and I love 
it, and I want to associate myself with the views of my distinguished 
colleague, Mr. Sikes. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Tic Forrester, our very 
distinguished colleague from Georgia, whose district also borders on 
this important project, has aSked that he be allowed to extend his 
remarks in the record. 

Mr. AncEeLL. Without objection that will be done. 

Mr. Srxes. Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to present the principal 
witness for the presentation, Mr. W. N. Creekmore, the vice president 
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of the Three Rivers Development Association and city manager of the 
city of Apalachicola. 

Mr. Aucnincioss. Would you yield for a moment? 

Mr. Sixes. Of course I will, sir. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Is there any possibility, in your opinion, that 
the State or local communities would contribute financial aid to this 
project / 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Auchincloss, Mr. Creekmore, who is city manager 
for Apalachicola will speak, I think, on that particular point. I will 
amplify his remarks after he has concluded, if that is satisfactory. 

Mr. Auvcurncross. All right. 

Mr. Mick. Mr. Chairman, while they are setting up the maps might 
I make an observation ? 

I would like to say that I was in the Safeway Store the other day 
and I saw tuna from Japan being marketed at 25 cents a can, compared 
to a corresponding American product on the next shelf at 35 cents. 
The Japanese are selling in the United States now one-third of all 
the tuna marketed in this country. 

The Japanese work their labor at 90 cents a day; not 90 cents an 
hour but 90 cents a day. Our workers cannot compete with that sort 
of competition. It seems to me that it is most desirable that we should 
construct waterway facilities to enable the American fishermen to 
lower their costs to the lowest level they can for efficiency so they can 
better compete with these overseas fishermen. 

Mr. Srxes. I certainly agree in every sense of the word with my 
colleague’s statement. 

Mr. Auvcuincioss. I would like to associate myself with that point 
of view. 

Mr. AnGett. You may proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF W. N. CREEKMORE, CITY MANAGER, 
APALACHICOLA, FLA. 


Mr. Creexmore. Thank you, sir. My name is Newt Creekmore. I 
am employed as city manager at Apalachicola, Fla. 

It is my understanding that the purpose of this hearing is to discuss 
the advisability of this committee recommending to the Congress that 
the proposed St. George Island Channel, as approved by the United 
States engineers on January 15, 1952, be authorized and adopted as 
a Federal project. I will, therefore, confine my statements to the need 
for the channel by the fishing industry, the effort which has been 
exerted on behalf of the project since its conception some 50 years 
ago, and recent developments which emphasize the urgency for pas- 
sage of the authorization bill. 

In or about the year 1837 a tropical hurricane breached St. George 
Island and left an opening wide and deep enough to accommodate 
vessels drawing up to 10 feet. The location of that breach was in this 
area [indicating]. 

This opening was named New Inlet and was extensively used by 
fishing and cargo vessels until after the turn of the century, at which 
time it was gradually closed by a series of storms. During the lumber 
era in Apalachicola, cargo vessels would lie in this inlet and receive 
their cargoes of lumber, turpentine, resin, cotton, and manufactured 
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goods from the Apalachicola River Valley, which had been loaded on 
lighters in Apalachicola and towed across shallow Apalachicola Bay. 
These products were transported and sold to many foreign countries. 

Fishing vessels, then all sail, found a prolific fishery in the Gulf 
of Mexico opposite New Inlet along the east side of St. George Island 
Shoal. Here is the shoal [indicating]; here is the inlet [indicating]; 
here is the fishery [indicating]. Although this was before the aoe 
of motor vessels and the modern shrimp trawler, a great many mac 
erel, red snapper, trout, whiting, grouper, and mullet were taken. 
Today modern fishing methods include, in addition, shrimp, bluefish, 
menhaden, and several of the other food fishes. 

I have an old chart of Apalachicola Bay to Cape San Blas, Fla., 
dated January 1904, which shows the location of New Inlet. I would 
like to pass out photostatic copies of ¢hese so you can take a look at 
them. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. The clerk will pass them around to the 
committee. 

Mr. Creekmore. These photostatic copies were made from this 
original. You will notice this inlet provided quick access to the gulf 
at a point east of Cape St. George. It can also be seen that it provided 
quick access from the fishing grounds to a harbor of safety in the event 
of bad weather. 

One of you gentlemen mentioned safety awhile ago. That is a very 
important point. During the last 3 months, we have lost a good fisher- 
man and a good American because he could not get into safe water 
during a storm. Summer squalls arise unexpectedly and a number of 
lives and vessels have been lost in recent years because of the distance 
to safe water. 

The proposed St. George Island Channel, located. approximately 

24, miles to the east of New Inlet, will again provide quick and safe 
access to and from the same area which was an important fishery dur- 
ing the late 1800’s and early 1900’s—an area which remains capable of 
producing substantial seafood catches, but which is now fished very 
little due to the inaccessibility of its location. 
_ I would like to bring forcefully to your attention that this meet- 
ing climaxes an effort which has been systematically pursued for the 
past 50 years. I have copies of reports which show that proponents 
of waterways development in the Apalachicola River Valley and its 
natural port of Apalachicola submitted information to the United 
States engineers in the early part of 1900. Since that time Apalachi- 
cola has dwindled from a thriving seaport to a small fishing com- 
munity of 3,500 people dependent on the production of seafood, which 
is the backbone of its economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe you would be interested in looking 
at these reports, but I do have them. They are old with age. This 
effort has been going on for 50 years. 

Mr. Aneett. They will be received. 

Mr. Creekmore. Because of the ever-increasing demand for addi- 
tional fishing grounds, the Congress authorized an additional study 
of this project in 1937, and in January of 1952 it was approved by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors here in Washington. 

Since its approval, our congressional delegation has introduced 
authorization bills in the House of Representatives and Senate in an 
effort to expedite the completion of this project. 

—# 
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I would like to show you a photograph of this small strip of land, 
which is only about 1,900 feet across, that we have been trying to get 
a channel through for 50 years. This is an aerial photogr ‘aph of the 
location. 

I have three copies of the local climatological data on Apalachicola. 
On page 2 of this data there is some important information with 
respect to thunderstorms or squalls, as we call them. A squall is a 
small hurricane. We get no notice of them. They strike suddenly and 
reach very high velocities and are very, very dangerous. 

Over a 30-year period we have had an average of 76 thunderstorms 
or squalls per year. During 1952 we had 86 thunderstorms or squalls 
in the Apalachicola Bay area. 

I might add that these were recorded. There were probably others 
which were not recorded. 

A great deal of emphasis has been placed on the safety factor. You 
might ask the question: Why can your fishermen not go through West 
Pass and come back around here [indicating] ? 

The answer to that is very simple. They are afraid to. They are 
afraid of being drowned. 

Mr. Anceti. How far would it be to go around, instead of across ? 

Mr. Creexmore. It is 19 miles at this point, sir. This are indi- 
cates the distance an average fishing boat will travel in an hour’s time. 
It is 8 miles. 

The 16-mile are is at this point [indicating]. The 16-mile are going 
through West Pass is at this point [indicating], and you are not even 
out of the pass. 

The 16-mile are going through East Pass is still in Apalachicola 
Bay. By the time we get to the bell buoy, which is at the end of 
West Pass—and a very dangerous pass, I might add—we could be to 
any point along this are here [indicating]; and these different red 
spots on the map indicate the average center of the different types of 
hshing. For example, the average area for shrimp fishing is in here 
{indicating]. This is the center “for the average area for. sport fish- 
ing [indicating]. It would be in here, along the St. George Shoals. 

This is the fishing area for net fishing for the porgie and men 
haden. By the way, I might say that our porgie fleet went out the 
day before yesterday and returned at night with 700,000 fish. 

Mr. Ancrt1.. Was that a poor day? 

Mr. Creexmore. No, sir; that was an exceptional day. Otherwise 
I would not have told you about it. They expect to catch 3 million 
fish by March. 

We are a little town. We have a lot of boats, and we produce : 
tremendous amount of seafood. The biologists for the Florida State 
Board of Conservation tell us that oysters grow faster in Apalachicola 
Bay than they do any place in the United States which has been tested. 
We furnish about 70 percent of the oysters produced in Florida, from 
Apalachicola Bay. The oysters do not like too much salinity, and 
at the mouth of the river they find ideal conditions. 

I will continue with my written remarks. In addition, we on the 
local level have obtained authority during the recent session of the 
Florida Legislature through our State senator and representative, 
to use a portion of the annual gasoline tax moneys which we received 
toward the construction of approved Federal waterways projects. 
This authority was granted because of the large number of fishing 
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vessels located in our county which pay taxes on gasoline heretofore 
used for highway and bridge construction. With these funds we are 
prepared to begin construction on the project. The Florida State 
Road Department has indicated its desire to cooperate with this plan, 
and the board of county commissioners of our county has emphasized 
the need for such funds toward channel construction is more urgent 
than the need for roads. 

Although we do not have sufficient moneys to construct the entire 
project, it is believed that enough money is available to perform 
the dredging operations and maintain the naked channel until such 
time as this Congress sees fit to make an appropriation sufficient to 
complete the work as recommended by the United States Engineers. 

The word “jetty” was used awhile ago. I would like to point out 
that there are no jetties in West Pass and there are no jetties in East 
Pass. The record will show that less than $2,000 is spent a year on 
the maintenance of West Pass, and most of that is for engineering 
surveys to determine if the projec t is maintaining its authorized depth. 

West Gap stayed open 73 years. You can see the size of that gap 
and the depth of it. It stayed open 73 years. It was never an ap- 
proved project and never a ‘dime was spent for maintenance on that 
project. <A hurricane finally closed it. 

We have an elevation of water inside the bay, because we are at 
the mouth of this big river, which is higher generally than all of the 
outside elevation, on all tides. We have extra water coming into the 
bay. Consequently the flow is outside. 

We believe that a channel put through St. George’s Island at this 
point [indicating] would receive the same flushing action. This 
would keep the mud and the sand in suspension sufficiently to deposit 
it at this deep part of the gulf, rather than to block the mouth of our 
channel, At least we are willing to take that chance, based on the 
fact that there are ‘no jetties in the two passes which now exist and 
there were no jetties in the old pass, which stayed open 73 years. 

Mr. Mack. Is the purpose of these jetties to narrow the channel in 
order to better scour it? 

Mr. Creekmore. To maintain the channel and keep it from getting 
wider and consequently depositing solution on the outside. 

Mr. Mack. I see. 

Mr. Creexmore. At this point, which is less than a half a mile 
off the island [indicating] there is a depth of 25 feet of water. If 
the sand deposits are carried out there by the roe it will take a 
long time for shoaling to occur which will stop a boat drawing 10 
feet of water. 

Now, we have some very recent information, received since this 
engineer survey was made. I heard a discussion about the difference 
between the expenditure and the benefits. Recently a large shrimp 
fishery has been located in this area, about 25 miles off Apalachicola, 
and in about 6 weeks’ time a million pounds of shrimp were taken, and 
part of them were landed at Apalachicola. They could not get in our 
pass with the bigger boats, because the pass is long and dangerous and 
our prevailing winds are against it. Nevertheless, part of those 
shrimp were landed at Apalachicola. 

I would like to point out that the price of shrimp now is a great deal 
higher than it was when this report was made. Some of those shrimp 
were sold to the dealers for 86 cents a pound. Based on that, we got 
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nearly $1 million worth of shrimp in this fishery in about 6 weeks, and 
that certainly was not taken into consideration when this report was 
made about a year and a half ago. This industry constitutes an addi- 
tional argumert for the channel. 

I would like to point out one more thing. Our report was a recent 
one. It is not one that has been lying on the shelf, pigeonholed for a 
great number of years. Our costs are based on recent costs, as well as 
the prices we get for shrimp and fish. 

The sport-fishing business was mentioned awhile ago. That was 
not taken into consideration when the report was made. If we had 
been allowed to put in the additional benefits derived from sport fish- 
ing, I think we could have shown project benefits to be greater than 
they now appear 

The urgency of this project to the economy of our area has caused 
us to leave no stone unturned in our effort to secure the channel at the 
“arliest possible time. The passage of the authorization bill will per- 
mit the United States Engineers to accept contributions from local 
interests with which to perform the dredging according to their — 
and specifications and under their supervision; and also funds t 
provide any maintenance which may be necessary until an appropria- 
tion is made by the Congress, and until the project is taken over by 
the United States Government. We feel that this plan will allow us 
the use of the channel, possibly several years earlier than otherwise 
and, consequently, strengthen our economy. There will be resultant 
greater benefits to the Government. 

Gentlemen, there is one more point I would like to make, briefly. 

Mr. AncELu. Our time is rapidly getting away from us. 

Mr. Creexmore. Yes,sir. I will stop very soon. 

This [indicating] is a map which was furnished us by our very efli- 
cient Corps of Engineers at Mobile. Here [indicating] is the Apala- 
chicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River system. Here is the location of 
the dams approved by this Congress, two or which are now under 
construction [indicating]. 

Here is Apalachicola [indicating]. We are located at the mouth of 
this river system. Years ago we were one of the biggest ports on the 
Gulf of Mexico. We have dried up because we have not had an 
opportunity to continue our commerce as it was started. This project 
will put us back in business. 

The approval of this project by the engineers is not based on the 
fact that we expect a great amount of tonnage up the river when the 
Apalachicola waterway is completed. It is approved on the basis that 
we have local tonnage of seafood to justify it right now. We need this 
project very much and we earnesty request your support. 

That concludes my remarks. 

Mr. Anocett. Thank you, Mr. Creekmore. 

I hope the questions by members of the committee will be brief, be- 
cause We are presumed at 11 o’clock to take up the next hearing on 
Portsmouth Harbor. 

Mr. Stxes. Mr. Chairman, we have two additional witnesses who 
will not need more than 10 minutes. If the committee is reluctant to 
give that additional time, we will stop right now. 

Mr. Anceti. May I suggest that they submit their statements, and 
then they can file amended statements. 
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Mr. Sixes. If that is the desire of the committee, we will be glad 
to do so. 

Mr. Ancoewxz, It is now 11 o’clock, and Congressman Merrow is 
here with his witnesses on Portsmouth Harbor. 

Mr. Srxes. I would like to present these two remaining witnesses 
ind suggest that they make their statements as brief as possible be- 
cause of the committee’s crowded schedule, and elaborate their state- 
ments for the record. 

Mr. Ancetu. Then that will be the order of procedure. 

Mr. Srxes. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Florida 
State Representative and former Legion department commander, the 
Honorable Bryant Patton. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BRYANT PATTON, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, 
FLORIDA 


Mr. Parron. Mr. Chairman, I will put my statement in the record 
in just a moment, if you will permit. 

One thing I would like to point out, if I may, is I am one of the 
owners of St. George Island, and we are developing it into a resort, 
and we are perfectly willing and already have the deeds made to give 
a right-of-way for the project on the island and to point out that by 
so doing we are cutting off 4 miles of our island project that we shall 
not be able to use when a br idge is built across to the main part of the 
island. The owners of the island are willing to do that and do it 
gladly to help this project. 

And I want to express my appreciation to my lifelong friend, Sena- 
tor Malone, and to the Florida and Georgia congressional delegations 
for their support of this project. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Patton. We are glad to have your 
statement. 

Mr. Stxes. Now, Mr. Chairman, as the closing witness I wish to 
present State Senator Bourke Floyd, former assistant attorney gen- 
eral for the State of Florida, present city attorney for Apalachicola 
and county attorney for Franklin County. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BOURKE FLOYD, STATE SENATOR, FLORIDA 


Mr. Fioyp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is 
the first time I have ever appeared before a congressional committee. 
I thank you for the privilege and appreciate your patience. 

I was very interested in Congressman Scudder’s theory on farm-to 
market roads comparable to the water system. 

I have an opinion from the attorney general of Florida, based upon 
local legislation for the first time in our State, to show our desire to 
do our part in this matter, ruling that the waterway is a highway, and 
here is an article from the Florida Times Union which carries a story 
that you might be interested in [submitting]. 

If I may take a moment more on the expenditure side, we are not 
here asking for any easy ride; we are not asking for any handout. 
We want to do our part. We have arranged to borrow and apply on 
the initial cost of this project the sum of $100,000. That is the reason 
we want this favorable action from this committee, so that we can 
get busy and get the advantages we know are in this project. 
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I would like to point out to you that we save 20 miles by this new 
cut-through channel. I would like to point out just briefly chat the 
productive fishing time per trip is 13 hours under the present system, 
and we would have 29 hours under the new one, considering the time 
of the trip and so forth. That is for shrimp fishing. For porgy fish 
ing, we would have approximately the same. In other words, we 
would have a two- to three-fold increase of fishing time as a result 
of the 20 miles shorter distance to the fishing ground. 

1 think that summarizes it pretty well. We want to do our share. 
We need this project. We area small community and are fighting ow 
way and trying to work out our salvation. 

We certainly appreciate your attention, and God speed you. 

Mr. AucutNncxoss. Would the gentleman, in the extension of his 
remarks, put in some argument about local contribution, cash con 
tribution, to this project ? 

Mr. Fioyp. Yes, sir. We have arranged to borrow up to $100,000. 
On which we would seek reimbursement. We will also seek to raise 
as much money as we can for a direct contribution. 

Mr. Srxes. Now we have with us the following gentlemen who are 
here in support of the project: The clerk of the court of Franklin 
County, Mr. George Bradford; the chairman of the board of county 
commissioners, Mr. Waldo Brown; and from Panama City, repre- 
senting the seafood industry in northwest Florida, Mr. Ferguson Kil 
borne. They do not wish to make statements at this time unless 
further information is desired by the committee. 

Mr. Ancett. We are glad to have had you with us. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to add that I 


consider this the No. 1 unauthorized project in importance in north- 
west Florida and I believe in the State of Florida. It merits the 
consideration and favorable action of this committee and I earnestly 
hope we may have your support. 
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FRIDAY, JULY 17, 1953 


Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works, 
Washington, BPs Oka 


H. R. 4938—A Bint To Auruorize THE IMPROVEMENT OF PorTSMOUTH 
Harpor AND PiscaTaqua River, New HAmpsHire 


The subcommittee thereupon proceeded to the consideration of 
H. R. 4938, Hon. Homer D. Angell presiding. 

Mr. Ancreti. This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the Public Works Committee for consideration of H. R. 
i938, introduced by our colleague, Mr. Merrow, a bill to authorize 
the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River, 
N. H., and for other purposes. 

Without objection, the bill will be extended in the record at this 
point and also a letter to our chairman, Mr. Dondero, from Mr. 
Stevens, Secretary of the Army. 

(The matters above referred to are as follows:) 


LH. R. 4938, 83d Cong., 1st sess. ] 


BILL To authorize the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River 
New Hampshire, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
imerica in Congress assembled, That (a) the project for the improvement of 
the Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River, in the State of New Hamp- 
shire, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations 
f the Chief of Engineers in a report made upon the preliminary examination 
and survey thereon. 
(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
required for the prosecution of such project. 


JUNE 26, 1953. 
Hon. GrorGe A, DoNnpERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense concerning H. R. 4938, 83¢ 
Congress, a bill to authorize the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and the 
Piscataqua River, N. H., and for other purposes. The Secretary of Defense has 
delegated to the Department of the Army the responsibility for expressing the 
views of the Department of Defense. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill, H. R. 4938, is to authorize the improvement of Ports- 
mouth Harbor and Piscataqua River in New Hampshire to provide for the 
removal of ledge rock in the vicinity of Gangway Rock, the southwest point of 
sadgers Island, and Boiling Rock, to 35 feet below mean low water, subject to 
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certain conditions of local cooperation, in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers, which are contained in House Document No. 556, 82d 
Congress. The bill would also authorize the appropriation of necessary funds for 
the project. 

The existing Corps of Engineers’ project is for Portsmouth Harbor only and 
is the original project authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1879 and 
modified in 1890. It provides for a stone breakwater extending from Goat Island 
to New Castle Island, the removal of ledge rock at Gangway Rock to 20 feet below 
mean low water and at Badgers Island to a depth of 18 feet and Pier Rock to a 
depth of 12 feet. Work on the authorized project was completed in 1892. Work 
has never been authorized in the Piscataqua River above Portsmouth Harbor 

The proposed improvement is considered to be justified both by monetary 
benefits and in the interest of increased safety and convenience to established 
navigation. The Department of the Navy advises that it considers Gangway 
Rock a hazard to naval vessels, and its removal to the recommended depth is 
desirable. 

It is suggested that, before the bill is enacted, the following change be made: 

In lines 6, 7 and 8, eliminate the language “a report made upon the preliminary 
examination and survey thereon” and insert “House Document No. 556, 82d 
Congress.” 

The present estimated cost to the United States is $912,000, of which $880,000 
is for the rock removal and $32,000 is for aids for navigation. The only Federal 
annual maintenance cost would be that for aids to navigation, estimated at $650 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of a similar report on a companion bill, S. 198, but that office ques- 
tions whether single project bills should be favorably considered since Congress 
has customarily taken up from time to time all project reports pending bofore it 
and has enacted a general river and harbor and flood control bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Arn:y. 


Mr. Anoeii. Mr. Merrow, we are glad to have you here and will 
be happy to hear you at this time but before you proceed, perhaps it 


might be well to have Colonel Milne of the Corps of Engineers make 
a statement. 

Mr. Merrow. That is very agreeable to me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetu. Colonel Milne, will you make your statement at this 
time { 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, ASSISTANT CHIEF FOR CIVIL 
WORKS, RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Murne. Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration, H. R. 
4938, is to authorize certain improvements at Portsmouth Harbor. 
Those improvements have been considered by the Corps of Engineers 
in a regular survey report, and we have submitted to the Congress, 
which has now been published as House Document No. 556 of the 82d 
Congress, our recommendations for the improvement of Portsmouth 
Harbor. This bill would authorize those recommendations. The De 
partment of the Army favors the bill in question. 

With your permission, I would like to go to the map and explain the 
project. 

Mr. ANGELL. We would be glad to have you do that. 

Colonel Mitne. Portsmouth Harbor is just 50 miles north and east 
of Boston and approximately 40 miles south and west of Portland. 
The harbor itself is a natural harbor, the channel from the ocean ex 
tending in this direction [indicating] with natural depths as much 
as 70 feet and ample water up to 40 feet. 
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Actually, the controlling part of the channel is the presence of three 
ledges of rock—Boiling Rock, the rock just south of Badger Island, 
and the rock ledge at ‘Gangw: ay. Those rock ledges extend into the 
natural channel and reduce ‘depths to something like 20 feet. Because 

of the rock conditions at these points, the oceangoing navigation and 

the Navy, which has a large establishment, Portsmouth Naval Base, 
on Badger Island—have been seriously handicapped. The channel 

is used ‘only during the slack period at high tide, and navigation at 

night is practically 1 ruled out. 

The Corps of Engineers considered the removal of these rock ledges 
as well as the removal of another ledge in this vicinity. Our analysis 
brought us to the conclusion that the removal of the rock ledge here 

‘indicating ] was not economically justified. However; we felt that the 
removal of the ledges near Badger Island, Boiling Point, and the two 
at Gangway were economically justifie od. 

The cost of the project is estimated in the document at $834,000. 
Based on today’s costs, that would be escalated to $912,000. The 
benefits in the original document were $48,550; those benefits today 
are estimated to be slightly in excess of $51,000. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio as contained in the project do ument was 1.4 to 1. Based on 
today’s cost and new benefits, it would be 1.59 to 1. 

The traffic at Portsmouth Harbor in the year 1951 was in excess of 
700,000 tons, largely composed of gasoline and petroleum products, 
coal, and gypsum. 

If the bill under consideration is favorably considered by the Con- 
gress, we would suggest that the following c hanges be made in it: 

In lines 6, 7, and 8, eliminate the language “a report made upon 
the preliminary examination and survey thereon” and insert “House 
Document No. 556, 82d Congress. ” 

Mr. Anariu. Does that complete your statement? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any questions by members of the commit- 
tee? If not, we thank you. 

Now, Mr. Merrow, you may proceed with your witnesses or may 
take this time to make a statement if you wish. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHESTER E. MERROW, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, I have just a brief word; then I would 
like to proceed with the witness list. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on 
behaif of the witnesses who are here this morning, I wish to express 
our deep appreciation to the committee for giving us a hearing on 
H. R. 4938 for the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and Pisca- 
taqua River. This is a companion bill to a bill introduced in the 
Senate by Senator Bridges, S. 198. 

Over a period of sev veral years, we have been working on this project, 
and in 1948 held a hearing in Portsmouth on it. T requested your 
committee to ask for a review resolution, which it kindly passed 
in 1949, and then a report of the engineers was made in 1952, as 
has been stated by Colonel Milne. 

We feel that this improvement is important for the economic 
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development of the area in New Hampshire, reaching into Maine 
and Massachusetts. At the time of the hearing in New Hampshire, 
incontrovertible evidence was presented that this would be of great 
assistance to the economic life of the community, and I think the 
testimony here this morning will bear that out. 

I hope this legislation can be considered favorably, and we are 
very happy to have the opportunity to present our case. 

Without further statment, I wish to introduce, Mr. Chairman, 
Mr. Alvin F. Reddin, executive secretary of the New Hampshire 
Seacoast Regional De yvenopmnent Association. 

Mr. Anceit. Mr. Redden, we are very happy to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN F. REDDEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NEW 
HAMPSHIRE SEACOAST REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Reppen. Thank you. I am going to read this statement, and 
I have a copy of it for the record. 

I am the executive secretary of the New Hampshire Seacoast 
Regional Development Association, an organization whose purposes 
are for promoting the economic interests of the seacoast region of 
New Hampshire and an accredited State agency. This association 
sponsored the project. for improvements of Portsmouth Harbor and 
the Piscataqua River which would be provided by passage of H. R. 
1938, a bill introduced by Congressman Chester E. Merrow. 

I am a member of the New Hampshire State Advisory Committee 
for Portsmouth Harbor. I also represent the Portsmouth Chamber 
of Commerce. Recently I was appointed vice chairman for New 
Hampshire of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee 
in behalf of H. R. 4938. 

Congressman Merrow has given you the background of the project. 
You are undoubtedly all familiar with Document No. 556 of the 82d 
Congress, 2d session, which contains the report of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, with favorable recommendations for the 
project designated as Plan A. 

I am advised that the Department of Defense and the Department 
of the Army have given favorable recommendations. 

It is my privilege to present to you a brief in support of this bill. 
This has been prepared to provide you with the considerable up-to- 
date information which I believe will be helpful to you in your 
considerations. 

In order to avoid duplication and save time at this hearing, I 
believe it is advisable that I leave the details of some further infor- 
mation to those who are to follow me. 

I have here the original copy of the briefs which have been pre- 
pared. It has the signatures of the Governor of New Hampshire, 
the chairman of the State Planning and Development Commission, 
the mayor of the city of Portsmouth, the president of the Portsmouth 
Chamber of Commerce, and my name as executive secretary of the 
association. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, this document will be received. 

Mr. Reppen. It also contains supporting statements. 
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(The matter above referred to is as follows :) 


BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO PORTSMOUTH 
HARBOR, N. H., AND PISCATAQUA RIVER, MAINE-N. H. 


PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA RIVER 
PortsMouTH, N. H.; Krrrery, MAINE 


This brief contains a summary of evidence in support of advisability of modi- 
fying the existing projects on Portsmouth Harbor, N. H., and to determine 
whether any modification of the recommendation contained in the report on Pis- 
cataqua River, Maine and N. H. submitted in Senate Executive Document No. 
44, 48th Congress, 1st session, is advisable at this time, and to support resolution 
adopted February 17, 1949, by the Committee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives and the report and recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, contained in Document No. 556, House of Representatives, 
82d Congress, 2d session. The undersigned wish to be recorded as in complete 
accord with H. R. 4938, 83d Congress, 1st session, introduced by Hon. Chester 
Merrow, Congressman, Ist District, New Hampshire, and urge the passage of 
this bill and the appropriation of the necessary funds to implement it, as recom 
mended by the Chief of Enginers, United States Army, in House Document 556, 
82d Congress, 2d session. 

Submitted July 17, 1953 by: 

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
By Hueu Greee, Governor. 
New HAMPSHIRE STATE PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
> JonN PILuspury, Chairman. 
New HAMPSHIRE SEACOAST REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, 
y Arvin F. Reppen, Executive Secretary. 
PortsMoUTH, N. H., MAyor AaNnp CoUNCIL, 
y TueoporeE R. Butter, Mayor. 
PortsMouTH, N. H., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
3y LAWRENCE E. MULLONEY, President. 


SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 


Notre.—Except for the opening statement the following brief will follow the 
outline suggested in the questionnaire form submitted by the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, New England Division, dated June 24, 1949. The brief 
will endeavor to bring up to date the pertinent data contained in the report and 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, found in Docu- 
ment No. 556, House of Representatives, 82d Congress, 2d session. 


GENERAL ECONOMIC FACTORS RELATING TO PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AREA 


The seacoast region of New Hampshire, with the port of Portsmouth as its 
focal point, is one of the most important industrial regions of the State because 
of its high percentage of skilled production workers, good transportation facili- 
ties and available industrial sites, including those adjacent to tidewater. It is 
felt that this region now offers the best potential for further industrial and com- 
mercial development, especially for heavy industry, of any in the State; but 
whether or not this development takes place depends to a large degree upon ac 
complishing badly needed improvements to Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscata- 
qua navigation channel, principally those which are the subject of this hearing. 

The importance of this region to the economy of the State is substantiated 
by the fact that it has become one of the fastest growing regions from the point 
of view of numbers of new manufacturing industries which have located in the 
State during the period 1939-52. 

In the tributary area to the port are some 60 industrial plants included in 
which are such recently established firms as the General Electric Co. in Somers- 
worth, Clarostat Manufacturing ©o. of Dover, and the Simplex Wire and Cable 
Co. in Newington. The combined employment of these three new concerns will 
shortly total 3,600 people, with a strong possibility that within a year this figure 





78 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


may double. Further evidence of the industrial importance of the region will be 
found in the attached exhibits. 

Late in 1952, a major manufacturer of submarine cable, much of which is in 
demand for defense purposes, acquired a sizable acreage of industrial land ad- 
jacent to tidewater at the head of the navigable water. This firm is now con- 
structing a major industrial plant and dock facilities estimated to cost $2,750,000. 
With the development of this particular site, with such services as water supply, 
power, railroad facilities and other services, other industries have started pre- 
liminary negotiations for the acquisition of lands where water shipment of raw 
materials or manufactured products will be possible. 

The above illustrate the types of manufacturing enterprises which are being 
established in the area, many of them seeking new tidewater locations. Tide 
water oil storage and distribution centers constructed by several of the large oil 
companies, construction of a large new mercury vapor power generating plant 
by the Public Service Co. of New Hampshire and construction of a large new coal 
dock and coal distribution center for the Sprague Coal Co. are examples of the 
types of new commercial or distributive developments which have been estab- 
lished and are of great importance to the region and State. 

With the current trend toward decentralization of industry from the highly 
congested metropolitan areas and the growing importance of foreign sources for 
raw materials which must be carried by water, the State of New Hampshire can 
expect further industrial development in both light and heavy industry. Fur- 
thermore, we expect that with improvements to the harbor, the distributive 
facilities for coal and petroleum products can be enlarged and improved thus 
providing substantial savings to industry and other consumers of these products 
throughout New Hampshire, Vermont, and Maine. 

The population growth of the area tributary to the port is indicative of its 
growing importance. The growth during the census period 1940-50 was some- 
what over 20 percent with several communities showing growth trends over 30 
percent and as high as 54 percent. 

Since the seacoast region, and principally the area adjacent to Portsmouth 
Harbor and the Piscataqua River, offers many of the best potential sites for this 
development, it is important that the hazards to navigation, which now exist and 
limit the amount and size of shipping which can serve the area, be eliminated at 
the earliest possible date. 

The following data follows an outline of presentation prepared for the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers. Reference will be made from time to time to 
House Document 556, 82d Congress, 2d session, containing the recommendations 
and findings of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and which recom- 
mendations this brief supports. 

1. State full description of improvement desired, and furnish map or sketch 
showing its location and dimensions. 

Specifically this project calls for the removal of obstacles to navigation as 
listed hereinafter to depths of 35 feet at mean low water: (1) Removal of Gang- 
way Rock at the entrance to Portsmouth Harbor. (2) Removal of rock at the 
southwest point of Badgers Island. (3) Removal of Boiling Rock in the Pisca- 
taqua River. Additional improvements as might be required to improve naviga- 
tion into Portsmouth Harbor and up the Piscataqua River. The accompanying 
map, reproduced from House Document 556, 82d Congress, 2d session, indicates 
the location of the proposed improvements. 

2. What is the necessity for such improvements? 

The necessity for these improvements is based on: 

(1) The need to facilitate the movement of shipping in and out of Navy 
Department facilities at the Portsmouth Naval Base; including fuel oil ships 
and naval vessels. 

(2) Increased use of Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River in the 
transportation of coal for electric power development and for distribution 
throughout northern New England. 

(3) Growing use of the shores of the Piscataqua as a terminal point for stor- 
age and distribution of petroleum products. 

(4) Increased and continuing industrial and commercial development of sites 
adjacent to the shores of the Piscataqua. 

(5) Availability of sites on tidewater for industrial and port development to- 
gether with excellent rail and highway facilities to permit easy transshipment 
of goods overland. 

(6) The very marked population growth of the area, indicative of a healthy 
economic climate for further industrial growth. 
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The area around Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River, both in New 
Hampshire and Maine, offer excellent opportunities for industrial expansion 

the future which will be stimulated by the increase in electric power and 
y adequate supplies of oil. The growing use of the Piscataqua and Great Bay 
n fisheries and recreational use add to the total significance of the economic 
development of the area. 

3. State whether difficulties are now experienced in navigating vessels in the 
waterway and describe these difficulties if any. 

A public hearing before Congressman Chester E. Merrow of New Hampshire 
on the development of Portsmouth Harbor held at the Rockingham Hotel in 
Portsmouth, N. H., on December 22, 1948, and the record of public hearing held 
by the New Hampshire Seacoast Regional Development Association at the 
Rockingham Hotel in Portsmouth on January 14, 1949, give ample evidence 
that navigating vessels of the 10,000-ton class and over, in the harbor and 
river is extremely hazardous. The report cites two instances of vessels which 
have hit one or the other rock. They indicate that because of the existence 
of the above-mentioned ledges, vessels of over 500 feet have extreme difficulty 
in maneuvering. The economic loss from one accident in which the vessel struck 
a ledge in order to avoid collision with another vessel, amounted to $300,000 

damage plus an estimated $4,000 a day for 30 days while the vessel was 
laid up. Added justification for removal of the hazards is found in the danger 
from fire should a petroleum-carrying tanker become involved in a service 
accident and spread oil or gasoline on the waters of the river and harbor. 

4. What specific savings could be effected by the desired improvements? 

The savings which could be effected can be measured in insurance dollars 
since, aS is pointed out, the insurance companies will increase the rates on 
vessels using the harbor unless the impediments are removed. The use of the 
harbor at the present time by large vessels is limited to a few hours each day, 

it the harbor could be utilized at almost any time if the suggested improve- 

ments together with navigation aids were provided. Furthermore, as has been 
pointed out, a large mercury vapor plant has been developed for production of 
lectric power. In the past 2 years, the construction of new dock facilities 
for the unloading of coal for use in the new powerplant, has bronght in a new 
coal-distribution service, which, because of its increased capacity, is now offering 
savings of 90 cents per ton to bulk users of coal in the State. The lower costs 
for coal are further reflected in lower costs for electric power. The expected 
improvements to navigation will permit larger tankers to be brought in and 
will result in the construction of more storage capacity for petroleum products. 
These developments will also result in savings to the ultimate consumer. 

5. What new business will the desired improvement produce? Kindly submit 
complete statement of data, all on an annual basis, as follows: 

(a) Kind of business. 

(b) Anticipated increase in employment and expenditures if any. 

The new powerplant has a capacity of 127,000 kilowatts currently and plans 
are to increase this capacity in the near future. This will be an important 
factor in the location of new industry in the area, as stated in the opening 
statement of this brief. It is estimated that the present oil shipments which 
amount to 110,000 tons at the Atlantic Terminal alone, would be increased to 
nearly a million tons annually. Comparable increases in tonnage to other oil 
terminals are anticipated. Increased tonnage coupled with the proposed pipe- 

ne to the interior would result in savings to the people and industries of 
the State. o 

Currently, there is under construction at tidewater a $2,750,000 manufactur 
ing plant and dock structure (Simplex Wire & Cable Co.) for the manufacture 
of submarine cable. This is the first industrial plant to locate in the tidewater 
area along the Piscataqua. With the improvements to the site which include 

dock structure capable of handling the larger oceangoing vessels, railroad 
spurs, water supply, power, etc., the adjoining sites are already being viewed 
by other manufacturers who are seeking tidewater locations in uncongested 
areas, 

Furthermore, a recently completed study by the A. D. Little Co., Inc., of 
Boston, made for the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, suggests some very 
real opportunities for industrial development at tidewater sites in New Eng- 
land. These include refining of petroleum products, cement manufacture, fab- 
rication of steel products. anw of which are potentialities for Portsmouth. 
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Comparative statement of traffic in and out of Portsmouth Harbor 


Vessel trips | Vessel trips 
(inbound . .| CUnbound 
and out- | Short tons and out- 
bound) bound 


Short tons 


1940 i 405, 553 1, 100 1946 a 282, 484 1, 416 
1941 - 571, 828 1,134 1947 i 398, 841 | RE 
1942 . 203, 747 474 1948 . 540, 852 | 1, 330 
1943 200, 566 300 1949 . , ' 505, 480 24, 438 
1944 231, 301 492 || 1950 . * 720, 000 

1945. _. 231, 346 892 


Does not include estimated 90,000 tons of petroleum products delivered to United States naval base. 
2 Does not include about 125 trips by naval vessels and tankers. 
} Preliminary estimate by U. 8. Army, Corps of Engineers. 


Source: Figures for 1940 to 1950, inclusive, are from Document 556, 82d Cong., 2d sess., pp. 14-15. 


Note.—While there is considerable evidence of increased shipping during the past 2 years, complete 
figures are not available. 


6. Give details of present commercial navigation on the waterway, including 
number and type of vessels; length, beam, and draft; and type and tonnage 
of freight handled. 

The great bulk of commercial navigation in Portsmouth Harbor and the Pisca- 
taqua River is in oil tankers and barges, colliers, and gypsum cargo ships. Oil- 
barge shipments would be replaced by tankers up to 800-foot length if the pro 
posed harbor improvements were made. In addition to the commercial ship 
traffic is naval activity which includes a variety of ships. 

There are approximately 300 to 400 pleasure and fishing craft stored in the 
waterway. There are 6 marine railways, 3 yacht clubs, 4 sportsmen’s clubs, 5 
boatyards in the waterway. Storage costs for pleasure craft vary from $1 to $5 
per foot. 

7. Give description and location of any publicly or privately owned property 
that would be available to the United States, free of cost, for disposal of dredged 
material. 

The harbor channel is so deep that removal of material to a spoil area is 
unnecessary. It is assumed that the ledge can be blown into the channel. Fur- 
thermore, the improvements proposed will be permanent and not recurring. 
The depth of channel and action of tide eliminate any need for periodic dredging. 
It should also be noted that the tide action makes this the most northerly ice-free 
port. 


Annual sailings and tonnages in and out of Portsmouth Harbor, 1952 


Sailings 


ee 7 Total 
cargo 
Type of vessel 


Sprague & Sons | Tankers 
Colliers 
United States naval base | Naval ships | | 276, 295 
Tankers 26, 245 
Socony-Vacuum Co i neler (2) 
| Barges _. ‘ | (2) 
Mexican-Petroleum Corp | Tankers__. } 348 370 
Esso-Standard Oil Co (i | , Din , 
Altantic Terminal Sales Corp Tankers and barges... =f 2) 86, 463 
National Gypsum Co | a | 113, 833 


376, 000 


Total... 


No figures available. 
? Tonnage unknown 
’ Estimated. 
‘ 569,000 barrels. 


Notge.—The above figures represent the major users of the port. They are not complete nor all-inclu 
sive. The number of ship sailings do not include any pleasure craft or fishing vessels. i 

rhe Simplex Wire & Cable Co. expects 12 ships in 1953-54 with total tonnages of from 48,000 % — 00 
tons. 
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EMPLOYMENT CHANGES IN NEW HAMPSHIRE 


(Prepared by Division of Employment Security, Economic Analysis and 
Reporting, July 15, 1953) 


Che year 1949 was in a recession period (unemployment averaged 9 percent). 
For this reason a comparison of employment in 1952 with that in 1949 calls for 
explanation of statistical data. 

Throughout the State in 1952 textile employment decreased even below the 
1949 level; in 1947 and 1948 textile employment averaged approximately 23,300 
workers. The apparel industry had a decrease in employment because the 
Textron plant in Manchester was changed to a fabric mill and at the end of 
1952 operations were ceased. 

Lumber and furniture employment increased somewhat in 1952 as compared 
to 1949 because the latter was a period of reduced activity. This also applies 
to paper. 

Employment in printing increased primarily because of a new firm in Nashua. 
The leather and leather-products industry increased employment gradually 
after World War II as more materials became available. 

Metalworking industries experienced considerable cyclical decrease in employ- 
ment in 1949 recession period; however, much increase occurred from partial 
mobilization demands and expansion by means of new industry. The electrical- 
products industry has continued to expand from 1947 to date. Much of this 
occurred in the Dover-Somersworth area. 


EMPLOYMENT CHANGES IN THE DOVER AND PORTSMOUTH AREAS 


The closing of the American Woolen branch in Dover accounted for the de- 
crease in textile employment. The decrease in lumber and wood products in 
the Dover area reflects the increase in inventories nationwide. The Portsmouth 
area obtained a new establishment in the furniture industry. 

The changes in leather and leather-products employment (chiefly shoe manu 
facturing) reflect the frequent fluctuations common to this industry. 

Expansion in metalworking industry has been primarily in electrical products 
although some increase in machinery employment other than electrical occurred 
as a result of partial mobilization. Both Clarostat and General Electric pro- 
vided many more jobs during this period. In the Portsmouth area employment 
at the naval shipyard increased rapidly from the end of 1950 to the middle of 


1952. 


irerage employment covered by unemployment compensation in the Dover job 
center and in the city of Dover, 1949-52 


Dover job center City of Dover 
Industry 
1949 1952 1949 1952 


Manufacturing. 5, 5 5, 570 3, 016 


Food and kéndred products | 158 192 
Textile-mill products | , 018 317 
Lumber and wood products 5 | 4 102 
Leather and leather products aa | 2, 235 | 2, 351 , 822 
Metalworking industries | 1, 594 | 2 766 < 
Other manufacturing industries 183 251 


Nonmanufacturing. , 954 


Total covered employment 


! Factory no longer operating. 


Notge.—Dover job center includes Dover, Durham, Lee, Barrington, Madbury, Somersworth, and 
Rollinsford, 
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iverage employment covered by unemployment compensation in the Portsmouth 
job center and in the city of Portsmouth, 1949-52 


Portsmouth job ‘tae “To 
center City of Portsm out} 


Industry 


1949 | 


Manufacturing__. 1,041 | 1,107 
| 
Food and kindred products 233 | 
Lumber, furniture, and paper | 80 | 
Printing and publishing | 60 
Metalworking industries . } 41 
Other manufacturing industries 197 
Leather and leather products 430 


| 
Nonmanufacturing | 2, 025 
2, 900 | 





Portsmouth naval shipyard workers living in New Hampshire 


| 
= 
Total of above. _-- b ; ee 5, 966 5, 781 8, 998 


includes Portsmouth, Newcastle, Rye, Greenland, and Newington. 


UnitTep States N/ vAL BASE, 
Portsmouth, N.'H., July 10, 1952 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: In view of the meeting in the near future of the S2acoast Regional 
Committee relative to proposed removal of obstructions in and improvements 
of Portsmouth Harbor, particularly Gangway Rock, the following facts and 
figures are submitted: 

The naval base, Portsmouth, is vitally interested in any improvements that 
can be made to better the harbor. 

During the calendar year of 1952, there were 178 movements of vessels to and 
from the naval base, representing a total of 276,295 tons. Of this number of 
vessels, 4 were Government-chartered oil tankers which delivered 26,245 long 
tons of fuel. 

Trusting that this information may be of assistance to you, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


S 


G. E. PETERSON, 
Captain, USN, Acting Commander, United States Naval Base. 


SIMPLEX Wire & Case Co., 
Cambridge, Mass., July 18, 1958. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: Our company would like to be recorded in favor of H. R. 4938 
relative to channel improvements in the Piscatagua River at Portsmouth, N. H 

We understand that H. R. 4938 will implement the project entitled “Plan A” 
as presented in a report from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, under 
a covering letter dated August 12, 1952. 

This company is now building a submarine cable plant in the town of New 
ington, N. H., at a point approximately 1% miles above the 1940 highway and 
railroad bridge which crosses the river. This plant site is a little more than a 
half mile upstream from Boiling Rock which is mentioned in plan A. 

We shall be shipping the cables made in this plant in deepwater ships since 
they are intended for use on the ocean bottom. 
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Cable ships vary in tonnage from about 2,500 tons gross to about 8,000 tons 
gross. We expect to have regular visits from the largest one now operating, 
the overall length of which is approximately 484 feet. 

In addition, it may occasionally be desirable to ship cable by cargo vessels 
in order to save the long trip on the part of the cable ship itself from the 
point where she is operating to our plant. Such a cargo vessel very likely would 
be a Liberty ship. 

Thus we are interested that the river shall be suitable for the passage of 
large oceangoing vessels. Today it is possible for the ships to reach our plant 
site. The transit is difficult and there is substantial danger of an accident to a 
ship on the way. If plan A in the report were to be implemented it would make 
the river very much safer and would be of substantial benefit to the ships 
which will reach our plant, as well as to the other shipping in the river. 

Before deciding that our plant site was suitable, the writer spent considerable 
time on the river and made one trip up the river to the Sprague dock directly 
opposite Boiling Rock in a collier, which was a converted Liberty ship. 

During the passage between Gangway Rock and the navy yard the ship came 
so close to the navy yard piers that it was necessary for the pilot to go out 
on the starboard wing of the bridge to watch her carefully and make sure that 
his stern did not hit the piers as she swung in straightening out for the draw of 
the 1923 highway bridge. 

The ledge off the southwest tip of Badger’s Island forces such a ship so far to 
the westward that she cannot make a straight entrance into the draw of the 1940 
highway and railroad bridge. She must approach it diagonally and be swinging 
all the time that she is passing through the draw. Such a situation requires 
very fast work on the part of the accompanying tugs for they must shift posi- 
tion while the ship is going through the bridge, and their assistance is needed 
both on entering and on leaving the draw. 

Boiling Rock is a hazard to any deepwater ship in the river above the 1940 
highway and railroad bridge because all of them must go upstream from Boiling 
Rock to reach the turning basin when they are outbound. Boiling Rock is on a 
corner in a narrow place in the river and the transit of that section is a very 
dangerous one indeed for a deepwater ship. 

The trip in the collier up to the Sprague dock being a distance of only about 
41% miles took more than 2 hours. Nevertheless, the upriver trip is easier than 
the downriver trip because the slack of the tide is later upstream than it is at 
the mouth. Thus a ship pretty well carries the slack of the tide with it as it 
moves upstream. Coming out again, however, is a very different matter and the 
ship must start down with a substantial head tide, which makes steering diffi- 
cult, in order to avoid having a strong ebb behind her as she gets down opposite 
the navy yard, for if she came to this spot with a strong fair tide she would be 
out of control as she tried to swing the corner. 

While it is not posible at this point to estimate the number of ships which 
will visit our plant accurately, we believe that it will run about one a month on 
the average. 

We are told by friends in the shipping business that the Piscatagua River is 
the most dangerous place for deepwater ships on the east coast and that the 
insurance rates of vessels using it are the highest on the coast. The same thing 
going for piloting charges. We believe that elimination of the three ledges as 
recommended in the report of the United States engineers would make a very 
great improvement in the navigating conditions and would permit further indus- 
trial development of the area. 

Yours very truly, 
Simplex Wire & Caste Co., 
Everett Morss, President. 


NaTIONAL Gypsum Co., 
Portsmouth, N. H., July 10, 1958. 
Referring to bill H. R. 4938. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, + 
United States House of Representatives. 
Dear Str: The National Gypsum Co. operates a plant on the Piscataqua River 


at Portsmouth, N. H. Our raw material, namely gypsum rock, is brought in by 
boat and is unloaded at our dock. 


39263—54—-vol. 1-7 
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We bring in an average of 125,000 tons pear year. This means that we enter 
hetween 45 and 50 boats between the months of April and October. Improvements 
to the Portsmouth Harbor would greatly facilitate our operations. Due to the 
difficulties of bringing a boat up the river to our dock and from our dock down 
the river, our boats often have to wait 6 hours either entering or 6 hours leaving 
our berth causing us a delay of 12 hours per boat. 

The suggested improvements would eliminate practically all this delay. 

Very truly yours, 

NATIONAL Gypsum Co., 

A. C. OLsEN, Plant Manager. 


PorTsMOUTH NaviGcaTIOoN Co., INc., 
Portsmouth, N. H., July 18, 19538. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, Pus_ic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
United States House of Representatives. 
(Attention: Hon. Homer D. Angell, Chairman.) 

GENTLEMEN : We are interested in bill H. R. 4938 having to do with the much 
needed improvement of the Piscataqua River. 

The kind of ships using this river has changed considerable in the past few 
years and while at the present time T—2 tankers are the largest ships using this 
river, there are plans being made to use the very large supertankers. The river 
in its present condition allows the use of only the daylight high water for move- 
ments of T-2 tankers. If this work covered by H. R. 4938 is done it will allow an 
increase of 400 percent in traffic due to the fact that both the high and low tide, 
day or night could be utilized. You can see that this would eliminate long waits 
on anchorage which now at times amounts to 24 hours. This in turn would no 
doubt mean lower rates on coal and oil which would go far toward helping 
to stabilize the economy of New Hampshire. 

Favorable action on this bill is earnestly requested. 


Sincerely yours, 
PortsMouTH Navigation Co., Inc., 


J. EB. Seynort, Treasurer. 


PorTsMOUTH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Portsmouth, N. H., July 18, 1958. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Deak Mr. ANGELL: The Portsmouth Chamber of Commerce would like to be 
recorded as favoring passage of H. R. 4938, concerned with the improvement of 
Portsmouth Harbor. 

Believing that the economic development of the entire State of New Hamp 
shire would be aided immeasurably by the successful completion of this harbor 
clearance, the Portsmouth chamber urges speedy action on the above bill. 


Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE E. MuLioney, President. 


Tue INDUSTRIAL FOUNDATION OF PorTsMOUTH, N. H., 
Portsmouth, N. H., July 18, 1958. 


Re H. R. 4938. 


Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 


Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. O. 

Dear Str: This foundation was formed for the express purpose of aiding in 
the continued development of the area in which the port of Portsmouth is 
located. 

We are familiar with the situation facing this expanding industrial area and 
the necessity of the improvements which would be provided by passage of H. R. 
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4988 as an economic and safety measure to meet the requirements of the larger 
present-day oceangoing ships. 

We also recognize the importance of such improvements in these waters in 
relation to our national-security program. 

Powerplants in this area provide 79 percent of all the steam-generating capacity 
n the State and all fuel for these plants is brought in by water transportation. 
Other plants receive large shipments of fuel oil and coal, which are distributed 
from here throughout New Hampshire and to other States. These are real 
factors in the contribution of New England to the economy of the Nation. 

We endorse this bill as urgently needed and as economically sound legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. M. Baton, President. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dover, N. H., July 14, 1958. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Sm: The Dover (N. H.) Chamber of Commerce strongly supports the improve- 
ment of Portsmouth Harbor, N. H., and the Piscataqua River, as proposed by 
H. R. 4988, introduced by Representative Chester BD. Merrow, New Hampshire, and 
favors the passage of the bill. 

This bill provides authorization for the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor 
and the Piscataqua River by dredging and by the removal of obstacles to naviga- 
tion in these waters. This improvement will in effect make the waters of the 
harbor and river a deepwater port and will greatly improve the economy, not 
only of Portsmouth and southeastern New Hampshire but the entire State of 
New Hampshire as well. 

There are two plans involved in the bill—plans A and B—and the Dover Cham- 
ber of Commerce believes that greater benefits will derive to the area by the 
acceptance and adoption of both plans. 

The extension of dredging operations and the improvement in these waters as 
provided by plan B will make available more sites for industrial development. 
The many advantages which would result through opening up the possibilities 
of waterfront industrial development are inestimable, but are all favorable to the 
economy of this entire section of New England. 

The proposed improvement to the harbor and the river will be far-reaching 
because shipment of various commodities by water will prove advantageous. 
The savings in fuel costs alone to the consumer will amount to a considerable 
sum due to the cheaper rates of transportation afforded by water carriers. 

In appreciation of the benefits to local economy resulting from development 
of waterfront resources, the Dover Chamber of Commerce strongly urges the 
favorable consideration and acceptance of H. R. 4938 as introduced by Repre- 
sentative Chester E. Merrow, New Hampshire. 

Respectfully yours, 


Dover CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
BD. BH. Duean, Herecutive Secretary. 


MONADNOCK REGION ASSOCIATION, 


Peterborough, N. H., July 15, 1958. 
Mr. Atvin F, Reppen, 


Perecutive Secretary, Seacoast Region Association, 
Portsmouth, N. H. 

Dear Av: After having read Document No. 566, House of Representatives, 
82d Congress, 2d session, I find that I am in agreement with plan A as are the 
interested proponents from the State of New Hampshire. 

It will be a distinct and necessary improvement and asset to our State if the 
Committee on Public Works and the Congress acts favorably in our behalf. We 
are behind this action wholeheartedly. 

Sincerely yours, ° 
Danret F.. Enecvess, 
Boecutive Secretary. 
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Mr. Avucnrincioss. Mr. Merrow, can you include in the record at 
some place whether the local communities and the State would make 
any financial contribution toward the cost of this improvement ? 

Mr. Merrow. I would be glad to do so. 

Mr. Aucuinc oss. I do not mean now, but if it could be inserted in 
the record. 

Mr. Merrow. I think that will be discussed in a moment by one of 
the witnesses we have with us this morning. 

Our next witness is Mr. Robert C. Violette, city manager of 
Portsmouth. 

Mr. ANGELL. We will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Violette. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. VIOLETTE, CITY MANAGER, 
PORTSMOUTH, N. H. 


Mr. Vioterre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I have a letter here to the chairman which I would like to read at 
the present time: 

JULY 16, 1953. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sik: The Portsmouth City Council, through its representative, Robert 
©. Violette, city manager, would like to be recorded as favoring passage of bill 
H. R. 4938 for the improvement of the Portsmouth Harbor. 

At the present time there is much activity in the harbor due to the location of 
the Sprague Coal Co., various oil terminals, and the Portsmouth Naval Base. 
With the improvement of the harbor it is hoped that industries may be induced 
to locate on our shore. 

Very truly yours, 
THEODORE R,. ButTiLer, Mayor. 

Now, I would like to add my personal statement. I do not know of 
anyone in the Portsmouth area who has objected to the development 
of the harbor. We fully realize and are aware of the conditions of 
the harbor at the present time as being very hazardous and expensive. 
So in the name of the entire constituency of the area, we humbly urge 
you to pass favorably on the bill H. R. 4938. Thank you. 

Mr. Ance.y. We are glad to have you appear before us. 

= * 

Are there any questions by members of the committee? If not, we 
thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, my colleague, Congressman Cotton, 
would like to file a statement for the record. He said he would have 
it in the hands of the committee over the weekend, and I would like 
to have your permission for him to do that, if that is possible. 

Mr. Aneett. Without objection, that will be the order of the 
committee. 

Mr. Merrow. Thank you. 

Our next witness is Mr. John Pillsbury, who is chairman of the 
New Hampshire State Planning and Development Commission. 

Mr. Ancett. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Pillsbury. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN PILLSBURY, CHAIRMAN, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
STATE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 


Mr. Puussury. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Governor of the State would have liked to have been here today to add 
his voice in support of this project, because we in New Hampshire feel 
very sure this is one of the most helpful things that can be done for the 
entire economy of New Hampshire. We do not have as many Con- 
as to muster in support of this bill as does the State of Florida, 

ut they are just as enthusiastic. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. But you have the quality. 

Mr. Pitussury. We have the quality, and that is true of the whole 
State. 

We are a very small State, kind of pushed in between Maine and 
Vermont and scattered up in the mountains. If the State was laid out 
flat, it would be pretty big. So where we have a very small popula- 
tion, we are not small in production. The State of New Hampshire, 
as some of you may realize is in terms of percentage of income derived 
from industry eighth in the United States. We are an industrial 
State. But we have an extremely high coal cost and fuel cost to 
combat. 

This project would help materially the entire industrial atmosphere 
of the State of New Hampshire if it could be put through. 

The question has been raised as to the contribution New Hampshire 
would make toward this project. I think I agree with the report of 
the Army engineers that the 1.5 to 1 ratio which now exists and the 
general benefit of this to national defense and the area justifies the 
Federal Government undertaking to improve the harbor. But there 
is a great deal more to be done than the mere improvement of the 
harbor in terms of developing our seacoast area. 

This is backed up by what is known as Great Bay, which is a large 
inland tidal water area. It has tremendous recreational possibilities 
and fishing possibilities as well as industrial possibilities, and the State 
of New Hampshire is tremendously interested in this area. I think it 
offers the greatest possibility for industrial growth in our economic 
situation. 

The State legislature has been appropriating over the past few years 
upward of $20,000 a year for planning for this area. In the just con- 
cluded session of the legislature, in which I might say I was majority 
floor leader, in a very strict austerity budget, we managed to squeeze 
out another $10,000 in addition to the twenty-thousand-dollars-odd 
appropriated for the study of the seacoast area—$10,000 specifically 
earmarked for this Portsmouth proposal where we are undertaking to 
survey the economic possibilities and the steps the State should take. 

In terms of pollution of Great Bay which now exist from New 
Hampshire and Maine industries on the Piscataqua River—and I may 
say that Maine has no law on pollution-—in terms of pollution, we are 
undertaking a program now to clear it up and asking the cities— and 
some towns have already done it—to put in filter plants, and in a very 
short while we will be embarking on a major program there which may 
run as high as $10 million in local money spent to clean up the pollu- 
tion in this area. 

We have full knowledge that as the port is developed, if deep sea 
vessels can come in, we will have to undertake extensive alterations in 























89 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


the Portsmouth area. But we will not know until the survey is com- 
pleted whether it involves port authorities and State contributions. 

I assure you the State of New Hampshire is very much interested 
in this area and we will push to do our share in the development of it. 

I think that concludes anything I have to say unless there are ques- 
tions. But we consider this is of great concern. Nothing has been 
done in the harbor since 1890. Times have changed and moved on. 
Just the installation of docking facilities that have been put in there 
for the larger colliers has resulted in savings of nearly a dollar a ton 
on coal, and when you realize that New Hampshire has the highest 
fuel cost of any place in the Nation, you can see the tremendous impor- 
tance of this to the State of New Hampshire. 

Mr. AnceLt. We are very glad to have your very fine statement. 
While it was brief, it was very factual. 

I may say I remember some very fine national statesmen have come 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. Prtuspury. We have said that we made the United States of 
America because we were the ninth to ratify the Constitution and put 
it into effect. 

Mr. Ancrt. Are there any questions by members of the committee? 

If not, who is your next witness? 

Mr. Merrow. Our next witness is Mr. Harold Resseguie, chief engi- 
neer of the Public Service Co. and also a member of the New Hamp- 
shire Advisory Committee on Portsmouth Harbor. 

Mr. Anceti. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Resseguie. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD RESSEGUIE, CHIEF ENGINEER, PUBLIC 
SERVICE CO., AND MEMBER, NEW HAMPSHIRE ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE ON PORTSMOUTH HARBOR 


Mr. Ressecure. Mr. Chairman, I have copies here of a prepared 
statement, I would like to mention 1 or 2 points in the statement. 

Mr. Ange... You may proceed. 

Mr. Ressrcute. The first one is that this project is not confined— 
its economic probabilities are not connected entirely to the area con- 
cerned with Portsmouth and the immediate area. The Public Service 
Co. serves one-hundred-and-twenty-six-thousand-odd customers com- 
prising 70 percent of the State of New Hampshire population, and is 
connected to Vermont, Maine, and Massachusetts with high-voltage 
transmission lines. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I think you pointed out there is a naval base at 
Portsmouth. 

Mr. Ressecutr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macurowrcz. That naval base is how far from this ledge? 

Mr. Ressecure. Within 2 miles. I am thinking of this project as 
the location of our steam plant, which is about directly opposite Boil- 
ing Rock. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. You were referring to the benefits to be afforded 
by this project. Could you tell us how that would affect the naval 
base ¢ 

Mr. Ressrcute. In the hazards on the river, I am looking at this 
strictly from the power-company angle. Any hazards in the river 
which tend to raise shipping rates, insurance rates on vessels coming 
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in there, would have an immediate effect on power rates in the State 
of New Hampshire. 

The other point I want to make is, as Mr. Pillsbury has said, this 
fuel is coming into the highest cost fuel area in the United States. | 
am speaking of fuel for powerplants. 

Mr. Ancet. Do you have any natural gas or coal production ? 

Mr. Ressecute. Not that can be used in powerplants. 

Mr. Ancett. What are your potentials for hydroelectric power ? 

Mr. Resseeure. The State of New Hampshire already has the high- 
est development of hydroelectric power in the United States per square 
mile of area, with one exception. That is the State of Washington. 
The remaining power to be developed is borderline in economic value. 

Mr. Oaxaman. Are the railroads opposing this project in your area? 

Mr. Ressecute. No, sir; not that I know of. 

Is not that true? 

Mr. Reppen. I might say the Boston-Maine Railroad that serves 
that area had representatives in support of it at our hearing. 

Mr. Oaxman. I think that is a very fine, progressive attitude for 
them to take. They have not taken that attitude in all areas of the 
United States. 

Mr. Ressecute. Of the fuel that comes by water to this area, a por- 
tion is transshipped by railroad. 

Mr. Oaxman. Have you explained the economic value of the indus- 
trial area to everybody up there? 

Mr. Ressecuie. That is right, sir. 

The third point is that I concur with the engineers’ report con- 
cerning the area and, as our statements will show, we feel the annual 


use of the waterway will greatly increase because our unloaded esti- 
mates indicate a further expansion, and that is indicated by the Army 
engineers. 

I think that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Ancetx. We thank you for your statement. 

(The following statement was submitted for the record by Mr. 
Resseguie :) 


Pups.ic Service Co. or NEw HAMPSHIRE, 
Manchester, N. H., July 17, 1953. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives. 


Dear Sie: At a hearing held at Portsmouth, N. H., July 12, 1949, by the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, Public Service Co. of New Hampshire sub- 
mitted certain information relating to its generating and dockage facilities on 
the Piscataqua River at Portsmouth, N. H. Some of this information was later 
incorporated in a report by the Chief of Engineers to the House of Representa- 
tives, 82d Congress, 2d session, identified as Document No. 556. 

The following supplemental and confirming data is herewith submitted to your 
committee in reference to H. R. 4938, concerning channel improvement of the 
Piscataqua River and Portsmouth Harbor. 

Public Service Co. of New Hampshire now supplies electricity to 126,515 
customers, including approximately 70 percent of the population of New Hamp- 
shire and most of the important industrial areas of the State. 
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Previous estimates of load growth are substantiated in the following table, 
indicating an increase of prime peak load of 30 percent from 1948 to 1952: 
Prime peak 
Year: load, kilowatts 
62, 000 
a Re _. 136, 430 
139, 300 


In continuation of its program in supplying generating capacity to meet these 
loads, the company completed the 40,000-kilowatt Schiller station on the 
Piscataqua River in 1950. 

This fuel-burning generating plant developed a capability of 47,000 kilowatts. 
In 1952 an additional unit having a capability of 50,000 kilowatts was added to 
this station. Construction will be started this fall on a third unit of 50,000- 
kilowatt capability, which is expected to be completed by July 1955. At that time, 
combined with the adjacent floating powerplant resistance, the total capability 
at this location will be 179,000 kilowatts. 

To serve these generating stations and other fuel-burning plants of the state- 
wide system, the company owns a two-wharf terminal at Schiller station which 
is capable of receiving and discharging T—2 tankers or 10,000-ton colliers. These 
facilities are also used by C. H. Sprague & Sons Co. and Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. 
The following tabulation, which includes the above users, shows the number of 


ships using this terminal for the years 1951 and 1952: 


Ships discharged at Schiller Station 


1951 


Type of ship 


| | 
Numberof |Approximate| Number of | Approximate 





i 
ships tonnage ships tonnage 
on 


466, 000 3 | 523, 000 
5, 000 10, 000 
70, 000 | 90, 000 


541, 000 5 623, 000 


Va chin ainda dda cd littenieths cninichh« bidisiite 31 
BE ohinepynsscusessepoccungees od 2 | 
Cet battatntinntinndbadongidwsapeeebuesest | 7 | 

40 


It is estimated that the load growth by 1955 will require about 5 additional 
tankers for company use. This estimate does not include any increase in use by 
other users of the terminal. 

In considering the above figures in terms of river traffic, it should be noted 
that many of the company’s generating stations are designed to burn either oil 
or coal and are so used, depending upon the market cost of either fuel. It 
requires slightly more than two 10,000 ton colliers to carry the equivalent fuel 
units contained by a 100,000-barrel tanker. Therefore, the number of ships 
can be materially increased when coal is the major source of fuel. The com- 
pany’s use of fuel included in the above table has been oil exclusively. 

The interest of the Public Service Co. of New Hampshire in the bill H. R. 4938 
derives solely from the fact that the State of New Hampshire lies in the highest 
fuel cost area of the United States. As shown by the table below, New Hamp- 
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shire pays 36.0 cents per million B. t. u. against an average of 24.8 cents pe 
million B. t. u. for the United States. 


Region 


aa 
a 


SRE RBAS! 


United States 

New Hampshire 
New England 
Middle Atlantic 
East North Central | 
West North Central | 
South Atlantic | 
East South Central | 
West South Central 
Mountain . 

Pacific 


ot 


Wwe Om PROWDODw 
00m OD am BDC 


= 


| 


Source: Edison Electric Institute, Statistical Bulletin No. 19 and Analysis of Fuel for Electric Generation 
by the Electric Utility Industry. 


It therefore follows that the ability to receive fuel vessels without undue 
hazards and interference with other shipping is of vital importance to the com- 
pany and its customers because any change in marine rates or insurance caused 
by such hazards would be immediately reflected in the cost of electricity in the 
State of New Hampshire. In the 16 miles of New Hampshire seacoast, Ports- 
mouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River provide the only port at which large 
fuel carrying vessels may be received. It is also the only protected area where 
an ample supply of cold condensing water, necessary for steam powerplant 
operation, is available. 

Public Service Co. of New Hampshire is advised by shipping authorities that 
the proposed channel improvements at Badger Island, Gangway Rock, and Boiling 
Rock will greatly facilitate the handling of this type of shipping in Portsmouth 
Harbor and the Piscataqua River. 

The company believes that the information furnished by the Army engineers 
in House Document No. 556 is reasonably correct and accurate for the time of 
issuance. The information furnished herewith demonstrates that the annual use 
of the waterway as quoted in the above document will be well exceeded in the 
next few years. 

Pusiic Service Co. or New Hampsuire, 
H. D. Resseeutr, Chief Engineer. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, due to other engagements, our Sena- 
tors cannot be with us this morning. I would like to ask permission 
for Senator Bridges to file a statement with the committee. 

Mr. Anceu. That will be granted. 

Let me say I have just received a letter from Senator Bridges dated 
July 17. Without objection, that letter, which expresses his approval 
of the project, will be inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Merrow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The letter above referred to is as follows :) 


Unitep Sratres Senate, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
July 17, 1958. 
Hon. D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I desire to take this Opportunity to urge favorable 
consideration by your committee of H. R. 4938, a bill to authorize the improve- 
ment of Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River, N. H. 

The bill would authorize modification of the existing project for Portsmouth 
Harbor (work on the authorized project was completed in 1892), to provide for 
the removal of ledge rock in the vicinity of Gangway Rock, the southwest point of 
Badgers Island, and Boiling Rock, to 35 feet below mean low water, all generally 
in accordance with plans of the division engineer. I believe that a modern port 
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is essential for the economic development of the Portsmouth area, and today a 
modern port requires a draft of at least 35 feet. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers shows that the recommended project has 
a benefit to cost ratio of 1.4 to 1.0 which is a very good economic ratio. A study 
of the growth of our waterway traffic will show that the Corps of Engineers are 
onservative in their estimates of future commerce. I believe the increased 
activity in Portsmouth Harbor can be best illustrated by comparing the commerce 
at this port in 1949 as shown on page 15 of the report with the commerce in 1950 
and 1951. Total commerce at Portsmouth in 1949 was 505,480 short tons, in 1950 
it was 779,238, and by 1951 it was 863,335 tons, an increase of better than 70 
percent in 2 years. It is my understanding that this increase in commercial 
activities at the port of Portsmouth is continuing in 1952 and 1953. The prin- 
cipal commodities are petroleum products and coal. 

Powerplants located in the Portsmouth area provide 79 percent of all of the 
steam generating capacity in New Hampshire, and all fuel for these plants is 
brought in by water transportation. Also the Sprague Coal Co., located on the 
Piscataqua River, is supplying fuel oil all over the State and even up into Vermont. 

Similarly, the plan of improvement would open up the shores of Maine which 
bound on this river for facilities using deepwater transportation. It is apparent 
therefore that this is not merely a local improvement, but one that is important 
to this whole region. 

As pointed out in the survey report the wrecking of a loaded tanker on one 
of the ledges would endanger the city of Portsmouth and the naval base at Seavey 
Island by spreading highly inflammable liquids along the entire waterfront. 
This hazard has greatly increased since the time the report was written. Where- 
as the gas, oil, and distillate fuel oil handled at the port in 1949 (the latest 
figures available when the report was written) amounted to 83,446 tons by 1951 
the port was handling 203,317 tons of these highly inflammable products. 

Gangway Rock, the first submerged ledge encountered in the river is imme- 
diately opposite the wharves of the naval bave on Seavey Island. At this point 
the natural channel makes a very sharp turn around the rock, with the result 
that strong cross currents sweep the area. In order to avoid striking the sub- 
inerged ledge, which is about 20 feet below mean low water, and to have proper 
maneuvering area to make the turn, large vessels must steer a course near Seavey 
Island. However, such a course is restricted by naval-base operations at and be- 
tween its piers, and vessels must allow sufficient steerageway to avoid collision 
with naval vessels. Naval vessels are moored abreast of each other at the piers, 
with as many as six submarines being reported to have been tied abreast of each 
other at one time. Such moorings reduces the channel width available for 
maneuvering by merchant vessels. Since all navigation is restricted to slack- 
water periods, merchant vessels must pass the area while naval vessels are being 
moved hetween piers. The Navy has advised that the passage of merchant 
vessels near its piers to avoid Gangway Rock constitutes a hazard and interferes 
with the movement of the vessels. I am sure that other competent witnesses 
from New Hampshire that are appearing before your committee in support of this 
project can provide the committee with more detailed information concerning 
the need for this proiect and that their arguments will be convincing. 

In closing, I should like to invite your attention to the fact that this project 
has the approval of the Corps of Engineers, the Department of the Army, the 
State of New Hampshire, and the Bureau of the Budget. It is clear that the 
project is justified both from the standpoint of monetary benefits and in the 
interest of increased safety and convenience to established navigation, and 
the elimination of fire hazards and congestion at the naval base at Seavey Island. 
I feel certain that when you have considered all of the facts concerning the 
urgent need for the recommended work at Portsmouth Harbor, you will recom- 
mend enactment of H. R. 4938. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Stytes Brinces, Chairman. 


Mr. Merrow. I talked with Senator Tobey, who is away. He 
said he would like to be associated with this legislation: that he fa- 
vored it and was sorry he could not be here. 

Our next witness is Mr. Richard L. Bowditch, president of C. H. 
Sprague & Son Co., of Boston, and also president of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. 
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Mr. Bowditch will present his statement and then present Capt. 
Soren Willesen, vice president of the Sprague Oil Co. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Bowditch, the committee will certainly be glad to 
hear you. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. BOWDITCH, PRESIDENT, C. H. SPRAGUE 
& SON CO., BOSTON, MASS. 


Mr. Bowpicu. Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear before your 
committee. I have no written statement. I would like to subscribe 
to everything Congressman Merrow has said. 

I am appearing here today in behalf of C. H. Sprague & Son Co. 
and the Sprague Steamship Co. 

We think this is a very necessary improvement to make up there 
from the standpoint of removing hazards to shipping and also lower- 
ing the cost for the people in the area and to help the development of 
the area generally. 

With your permission, I would like to turn it over to Captain Wil- 
lesen to address you now, as he knows the technical side. He is not 
only a businessman in charge of running our steamship company, 
but he is a practical seagoing captain who has had worldwide 
experience 

That is all I have to say. Thank you very much for letting me 
appear. 

Mr. Aneeiy. Are there any questions ? 

If not, we will be very glad to hear Captain Willesen. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. SOREN WILLESEN, VICE PRESIDENT, 
SPRAGUE STEAMSHIP CO., BOSTON, MASS. 


Captain Witiesen. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
it is mighty pleasant today to appear before you. This is the first time 
I have ever appeared before a congressional committee. 

I want to extend to you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, another invitation to come to Portsmouth. What I would 
like to do is to meet you in Portsmouth and proceed to sea as we 
to do now in a towboat, put you in one of those ships and go up around 
those ledges we are asking this committee to approve the work on, and 
then no one will ever forget it. 

Mr. Ancetu. Do you have a good boat ? 

Captain Wittesen. We have very good ships, and I assure you we 
will have a good lobster feed for you and you will enjoy it. 

Mr. Ance.u. I am sure the committee would be glad to do it, not 
only for the pleasure of the trip but to see what progress has taken 
plac e in your area. 

Captain Wintesen. There have been big changes in Portsmouth. 
In 1950, C. H. Sprague & Son went up to Portsmouth and spent over 
$1 million developing a coalyard and oil tanks that now contain over 
192,000 barrels. They manage the dock there for the public service of 
New Hampshire where these ships come in and tie up. The business 
has increased to a point where they are now putting in $250,000 more 
in storage. The foundation has already been laid; the steel is on 
order for these tanks, which will increase the capacity from 192,000 
barrels to 250,000 barrels. 
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In 1952 at that pier alone, not counting the oil consumed by Public 
Service of New Hampshire to run that mercury vacuum plant of theirs, 
Sprague had 17 tankers and 10 colliers in there. The total tonnage 
discharged was 386,000 tons. If you will turn to page 14 of House 
Document 556, you will see the total tonnage reported at the port of 
Portsmouth in 1949 was up to 505,000 tons. 

Now we come to a point I know this committee is very, very inter- 
ested in. That is safety. We are getting a very large tonnage of oil. 
As you know, the tankers do not have double bottoms. We have ledges 
sticking out, as you can see by looking at the chart, that block better 
than half of this channel. Should one of these vessels strike those 
ledges, it would rip the bottom or the side out. There is no double 
bottom to protect them. In that harbor we have a very important 
naval base. 

I think the largest submarine yard in the entire world is at Ports- 
mouth. Should that happen, that harbor would be completely flooded 
with volatile gas and petroleum and create an extremely dangerous 
hazard far beyond even that to shipping, far beyond that to the lives 
of the people. ‘That is just on your safety point. 

I come now to one very important point concerning the man who has 
to produce money or he does not keep his job. We have pilotage and 
towboat bills, and at Portsmouth Harbor it costs $1,850 to go in and 
come out. There is no port in the world, to my knowledge, that has 
charges anywhere near that. That is not a charge that you can say the 
tugboat man is making money on. He has to have two tugs with 
enough power to get him around the ledges. He has to proceed to sea 
and come up with the tide. You have a current that runs about 21/ 
to 4 knots and can only proceed to come up at certain times, and the 
work is so limited on account of the ledges that he has to charge 
more, and that amounts to 18.5 cents on a ton of coal. You would not 
think that is much on coal selling for $10 or $15 a ton, but let me tell 
you what is going on today. 

We have a ship in Hampton Roads loading 10,000 tons of coal to 
take to Japan. We will make 5 cents a ton or $500 if everything goes 
right. So then you can see what 18.5 cents a ton me ans. In every 
other port in New England we can go in and our ship can turn around 
again, and the pilotage bills in these ports amount to $300 to $400. 
Our masters are able to bring the ships right up to the docks, where they 
can discharge and, when they are through discharging, turn around 
and go to sea 

Now I come to the T-2 tankers. Some of you gentlemen probably 
appropriated the money to build them. You wel! ‘know the life of the 
‘T-2’s, and they are the only big fleet of tankers we have under our flag 
today. Carrying clean products, their life is 8 to 12 years; carrying 
dirty oil, it is somewhat longer. Ten years have gone by, because the 
most of these ships were turned out in 1943 and 1944. To keep those 
ships in commission today, you have to put the ship in the shipyard for 
from 3 to 6 months, and it costs from $800,000 to $1,200,000 to repair 
them. 

Due to the large increase in wages and other expenses, some of these 
ships are now being tied up and some are being sold to other interests. 
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Your big companies with tremendous cargoes have had to build what 
are known as supertankers. Those tankers cannot go a No 
operating manager in his right mind would order a big ship to Ports- 
mouth. With the ledges there, fuel arriving for the Portsmouth dis- 
trict—and not alone Portsmouth; we go far beyond the port of Ports- 
mouth when we discharge; C. H. Sprague delivers fuel clear up to the 
Canadian border, Vermont, New Hampshire, and the northern part of 
Massachusetts—we would have to build smaller vessels. No one wants 
to build smaller vessels because your crew is almost as large on a vessel 
that can carry 100,000 barrels as it is on a supertanker that will carry 
340,000 barrels. The crews are the big cost. Wages have gone up 
40 percent. Seven years ago our cost for wages on a collier was 
$10,000; today it is $23,000. It costs $2,000 a day to operate a ship 
and when we have to lay over from 12 to 20 hours to get into the port 
of Portsmouth, that has to be added on to the price of a ton of coal 
or you cannot remain in business. Therefore, you have to keep that 
in mind. 

I have already mentioned the increase in tonnage. The brief that 
is being submitted to you by Mr. Redden will give you the tonnage. 
There were 927,206 tons carried by vessels. Prior to this, I was 
speaking of our own tonnage alone into that port. That compares 
with 505,000 tons in 1949. 

The port is being pushed ahead. If we could get a little aid by 
the passage of this bill, it really could go places. We speak of eco- 
nomic development. As I say, the saaainal of those ledges is a must 


if Portsmouth is to go ahead, and it has to go ahead. It is the only 
ort of New Hampshire, and the Federal Government has not spent 
$1 on that port, as far as I can find in the record, since about 1898. 


Come ashore now with me. If we don’t go in and build some homes 
so the cities and towns will bring roads to us after we have put our 
money in, they will not give us added police protection and fire pro- 
tection and all. I really do feel that the Congress of the United States 
should aid the American merchant marine and the port of Portsmouth 
by giving them a cost so that they can compete. There is the cost of 
the unions and stuff you have not any control of, but here is a cost that 
could be reduced by the expenditure of some money, and it is not like 
the drainage of so many rivers. When you take that rock away, it is 
not going to fill in again and you are not going to have to spend money 
each year to keep it open. 

Now, I get around to the point that I know every Member of Con- 
gress is very much interested in—that is, national security. You ma 
wonder where Portsmouth comes in for national security. It is mid- 
way between two important cities of New England—Portland, Maine, 
and Boston, Mass.—and, as you know, Portland, Maine, had an out- 
standing record in the last World War. They built 274 Liberty ships 
of 2,700,000 deadweight tons there in a period from 1941 to 1945. 
Below us, on the west of us, is the town of Boston. There you have 
one of the largest navy yards this Government has on the Atlantic 
coast. Should an atomic bomb be dropped, according to what we read 
and hear, and wreck either one of those cities, where would they look 
for fuel oil, coal, and all? Why, we are within trucking distance. 
dhe get through to them. I think that point should not be over- 

ooked. 
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Looking through this brief, I notice where the manufacturers of 
submarine cable are going up to Portsmouth to erect that plant. That 
cable cannot be shipped by truck or train. That submarine cable is 
made in 100-mile lengths. It has to go right aboard those cable ships. 
I was very surprised to learn that the air is so full of messages being 
sent that it is impossible to send more. If for national defense rea- 
sons, more cables must be laid under the Atlantic and Pacific; if for 
no other reason than national defense, this committee should act favor- 
ably on this bill. 

I thank you for your attention and I hope you and the committee 
will do all possible to speed this and spend a little money with the 
idea of getting this situation solved. 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you for your very fine statement. Are there 
any questions ? 

Mr. Oaxman. Do you think, with the removal of those ledges in the 
harbor and channel, there will be an economic upsurge of development 
there that over a period of years will return this investment on the 
part of the Federal Government? 

Captain Wittesen. I would say far more. 

Mr. Oaxman. Captain Willesen, you have laid stress on the cost 
of fuel in that area. 

Captain Wittesen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. Do not you envision, with this ledge removal and the 
completion of the St. Lawrence Waterway, that you would be able to 
bring your coal from Pensylvania directly by water to the port of 
Portsmouth at a much reduced cost ? 

Captain Wiiesen. We could reduce the cost just by the removal 
of these ledges, because that would increase the traffic so that we could 
move 24 hours a day instead of just in the daylight hours, and that 
alone would give a decrease in cost. But when you get on the subject 
of cost, you are on a subject that I am very much interested in. I can 
tell the committee we are hauling that coal at a loss. The steamship 
company is absorbing that towboat bill. 

Mr. Seaaeeen Just to stay in business ? 

Captain Wiriiesen. We have to take care of our customers. But 
when you have that $1,850 bill, where it ought to be $300 or $400 at 
the very most, in many cases you cannot pass it on. In fact, we absorb 
many labor costs hoping that some day conditions will get right. 

Mr. Ancey. We thank you. 

Captain Witiesen. Thank you, sir. 

(The following was submitted for the record by Captain Willesen :) 

SPRAGUE STEAMSHIP Co., 
Boston, Mass., July 17, 1958. 
Subject: H. R. 4938. 
Reference: House Document No. 556, 82d Congress, 2d session. 


Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Public Works Committee, United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: C. H. Sprague & Son Co. and Sprague Steamship Co. are very much 
interested in bill H. R. 4938 for the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and 
Piseataqua River. 

In 1950, C. H. Sprague & Son Co. constructed at Portsmouth, N. H., facilities 
for the handling of fuel oil and bituminous coal at a total cost of over $1 million. 
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The coal-handling facilities include a modern cement and steel dock On which 
are mounted two large-capacity discharging towers with which the coal is taken 
from the vessels and dumped into large hoppers, where it is fed onto a specially 
designed conveyor system and distributed into the storage area. Storage capa 
ity at the present time is approximately 50,000 tons. 

The oil-handling facilities at this plant include a 16-inch pipeline from the 
dock to 2 large storage tanks, each having a capacity of 96,000 barrels, or a total 
of 192,000 barrels. Plans have been drawn, and construction already started, 
for the erection of an additional tank to provide for the storage of an additional} 
150,000 barrels of fuel oil. The foundation for this tank has already been con 
structed, and the tank itself is on order. The estimated capital investment for 
this expansion program is approximately $250,000. 

During 1952, 17 tankers and 10 colliers discharged 386,960 tons of cargo at 
this berth, having a value of approximately $4,831,000. So far in 1953, this 
volume is in excess of 1952 for the same period, and with the usual pickup that 
is customary in the fall of the year in this trade, the volume for the entire year 
of 1953 should be 20 percent in excess of 1952. 

Part of the business of Sprague Steamship Co. is operating colliers, keeping 
the New England States supplied with fuel. Portsmouth is one of the many 
New England ports that we cover, and plan proposed, House Document No. 556, 
S2d Congress, 2d session, known as plan A, would be of material assistance to us 
in carrying out our business. May we therefore express our full agreement with 
the plan to remove the ledge at Gangway Rock, Badgers Island, and Boiling 
Point, and that same be undertaken as promptly as possible for the following 
reasons: 


1. SAFETY (SHIP AND PORT) 


Portsmouth Harbor is one of the most dangerous ports for large deep draft 
vessels to enter, due to the ledge rocks, sharp bends in the river and strong tidal 
currents. Not only is the safety of the ship involved, but, as you well know, 
tankers do not have double bottoms and should one strike these ledges and rip 
out the bottom or side, Portsmouth Harbor would be flooded with oil, which 
would make a very dangerous fire hazard. 


2. TUGS AND PILOTING 


Vessels bound to the port of Portsmouth anchor at sea awaiting daylight or 
tide, sometimes as much as 20 to 24 hours. The river can only be navigated 
during daylight hours. It is necessary to have a pilot and two tugs. In every 
other port in New England our masters bring the vessels right up to the dock 
where they discharge. Towboat and piloting bills in these ports amount to 
$300 to $400, in and out, At Portsmouth, this bill amounts to $1,850 for one 
turnaround. I, personally, do not know of any port in the world where towboat 
and pilotage amounts to this figure for vessels of the size handled. This amounts 
to $0.185 on a ton of coal and $0.0185 on a barrel of oil. 


3. T-2 TANKERS (LIFE, NEW SHIPBUILDING) 


Most of the oil being brought to our plant at Portsmouth comes in T-—2 tankers. 
As you know, these vessels were all built during the war and their life carrying 
clean products is 8 to 12 years; carrying dirty oil, it is somewhat longer. To 
keep ships in condition to carry the products calls for an expenditure by the 
shipowners at the present time of from three-fourths of a million to well over 
a million dollars for the replacement of bulkheads, pipelines, etc. 

Due to the large increase in wages and other expenses from 1940 to present 
date, many shipowners are going in for what is known as suptertankers, selling 
their T-2’s. It will not be long before T—2’s and vessels of their comparative size 
will not be available except at higher freight rates than supertankers, due to 
their larger carrying capacity reducing their cost of operation. 


4. INCREASED TONNAGE HANDLED 


On page 14 of H. R. 566 a statement of traffic is given for the years 1940 to 
1949 ; 1949’s total amounted to 505,480 tons. This is approximately 100,000 tons 
greater than that handled in 1940, 10 years earlier. 

As previously stated in this letter, Sprague alone handled 386,960 tons in 
1952, and if our estimate is correct for 1953, this will be 440,000 tons. This 
would compare with 505,480 tons, entire tonnage for the port of Portsmouth in 
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the year 1949. This increase of Sprague’s is not alone, many of the other con- 
cerns that are using Portsmouth will show increases in line with ours this year. 


5. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 


If the port of Portsmouth, the only port in the State of New Hampshire, is to 
co ahead, the removal of these ledges is a must. Sprague, as well as Portsmouth, 
is going ahead as evidenced in Sprague’s investment of over a million and the 
expansion in tonnage handled at this port. 

On page 15 of H. R. 566, “Vessel trips, inbound and outbound’’—for the entire 
year of 1949 only 17 vessels of draft 28 feet to 33 feet used the port. During 
1952, Sprague alone had 34 vessels of that draft inbound and outbound. 

6. NATIONAL SECURITY 

We now come to a point that in my opinion is very important. Portsmouth is 
situated about half way between the two largest ports on the New England 
coast; that is, Portland, Maine, and Boston, Mass. You know Portland, Maine, 
was very active in shipbuilding during World War II, having constructed 274 
Liberty ships of ovér 2,700,000 tons deadweight from 1941 to 1945. Boston, with 
its large navy yard and ship-repair yards, also is a very important port. If we 
can believe what we read and hear, it would not take long for an atom bomb 
to put these ports out of commission. If Portsmouth was then open, it would be 
one way to get oil or coal through to defense plants by truck, Portsmouth being 
about 50 miles from Boston, Mass., or Portland, Maine, so they could be kept 
running. 

In view of the facts stated, we earnestly request favorable action on this bill 
and all possible assistance in having it passed by the Congress this session. 

Respectfully, 
SorREN WILLESEN, Vice President. 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Edward C. Phillips of the National Federation 
of American Shipping, Inc., is with us and would like to speak about 
this. 

Mr. AnceLt. We are very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. PHILLIPS, DIRECTOR OF TELECOM- 
MUNICATION, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SHIPPING, 
INC. 


Mr. Pures. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Edward C. Phillips. I am the director of telecommunications 
of the National Federation of American Shipping, Inc., an industry 
organization representing privately owned United States-flag steam 
ship associations, and in this capacity I am primarily concerned with 
technical and safety matters. I appear in support of H. R. 4938 on 
behalf of one of our member associations, the American Merchant 
Marine Institute, 11 Broadway, New York City. 

This bill would authorize the improvement of Portsmouth Harbor 
and Piscataqua River, N. H. We understand that in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers this bill would authorize 
dredging a ship channel for the purpose of eliminating three rock 
shoals which at present seriously interfere with the safe navigation of 
oceangoing vessels in the harbor. The estimated cost of such project 
is understood to be $800,000. Four member companies of the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, and one nonmember company, advise that 
a total of about 58 of their oceangoing vessels use Portsmouth Harbor. 
These vessels are tankers of the T-2 or equivalent class (16,700 tons) 
which deliver gasoline, kerosene, fuel oil, and so forth to terminals in 
Portsmouth Harbor and on the Piscataqua River. 

39263 
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The existence of tidal currents of up to 414 knots makes safe enter- 
ing and docking of tankers permissible only during slack water, and 
the presence of the rock shoals restricts safe entry to the period of 
high slack water which occurs during the daylight hours. This re- 
sults in delays averaging about 12 hours per entry. If the shoals 
were eliminated this delay would be reduced to an average of about 
3 hours since the tankers could safely enter and dock on slack water 
at either high or low tide and during either the day or night. They 
would no longer be required to await daylight hours and high slack 
water as at present. 

In 1947 a tanker of one of the member companies of the institute 
was grounded on the shoal off Badgers Island resulting in extensive 
damage to the vessel. Repairs to the vessel amounted to over $132,000 
and, in addition, the vessel incurred 50 days lost time resulting in a 
total financial loss to the company of $279,327, including the repair 
costs. 

The reduction of present delays through elimination of the rock 
shoals and other improvement would result in considerable financial 
saving to the companies concerned. Transportation operating costs 
are one of the larger factors entering into the determination of the 
price of petroleum products to the ultimate consumer. 

We understand that this project is endorsed by the Board of En- 
gineers for Rivers and Harbors. We believe the authorization of 
this work is in the public interest and urge the enactment of the 
proposed legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you for your statement. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee ? 

If not, do you have any thing further, Mr. Merrow? 

Mr. Merrow. Mr. Chairman, these are all the witnesses we have. 
Again I want to express my appreciation to you and to the committee 
for giving us this very splendid hearing this morning. I hope we 
have convinced the committee that this authorization is necessary and 
essential and that it will greatly improve the economic conditions in 
the area. I hope that the committee will agree with the recommenda- 
tion of the Corps of Engineers and act favorably upon the proposed 
iegislation. 

Mr. Ancetu. May I say to my colleague, Mr. Merrow, that on be- 
half of myself and the committee we appreciate very much your 
cooperation with the committee in presenting this very fine hearing 
today and conserving the time of the committee. e regret that 
we did not have more time to consider the matter, but the record is 
rather complete and, if you care to make any extension or any of you 
desire to extend your remarks in the record for the information of 
the committee, without objection that will be permitted. 

Now Mr. Auchincloss wishes to ask a question of Colonel Milne. 

Mr. Avucurncross. I presume the Federal Government is going 
to bear the cost of maintenance of this harbor. 

Colonel Miinz. The channel, Mr. Auchincloss, is a natural chan- 
nel, and there is no maintenance cost. 

Mr. Aucurinectoss. There is no maintenance cost? 

Colonel Mixnz. No, sir. 
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Mr. Avcurneuoss. And, as I understand from the report, the annual 
repair charges are estimated to be $34,200, all to be borne by the 
Federal Government. 

Colonel Miine. That is correct. 

Mr. Aucutincioss. That will be the only cost involved? 

Colonel Miine. Of course, that represents nothing more or less 
than the initial investment of $900,000 amortized over 50 years at 
2.5 percent interest. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. I understand. Thank you very much. 


Mr. Anceti. The chairman has a letter here dated July 17, 1953, 
from Representative Norris Cotton, of New Hampshire, which with- 
out objection will be placed in the record at this point. Also a letter 
dated July 16, 1953, from Hon. Theodore R. Butler, mayor of Ports- 
mouth, N. H., favoring passage of H. R. 4938, which will go in the 
record here if there is no objection. 

(The letters are as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovseE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 19538. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I wish to go on record as favoring the passage of H. R. 
4938, authorizing improvement of Portsmouth Harbor and the Piscataqua River 
in New Hampshire, introduced by my colleague the Honorable Chester BE. Mer- 
row, Representative of the First Congressional District of New Hampshire. 
Although the area directly involved is not in my congressional district, I am 
thoroughly aware of its importance as one of New England’s vital industrial 
regions, 

The detailed arguments in favor of this measure have been presented to you 
by others but as a Representative of the State of New Hampshire, I want to add 
my voice to Mr. Merrow's in behalf of his bill. 

Yours sincerely, 
Norris Corton. 


Crry or PortsMouTH, N. H., 
OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 
July 16, 1953. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Public Works Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srr: The Portsmouth City Council, through its representative, Robert C. 
Violette, city manager, would like to be recorded as favoring passage of bill H. R. 
4938 for the improvement of the Portsmouth Harbor. 

At the present time there is much activity in the harbor due to the location 
of the Sprague Coal Co., various oil terminals and the Portsmouth Naval Base. 
With the improvement of the harbor it is hoped that industries may be induced 
to locate on our shore. 

Very truly yours, 
THEODORE R. Butter, Mayor. 


Mr. Anceuu. That concludes the hearing, and the subcommittee will 
stand adjourned subject to call. 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 1953 


HovseE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


H. R. 3714—A Burtt To Avurnuorize THE IMPROVEMENT OF BLAINE 
Harpor, WAsH. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the 
Committee on Public Works, Hon. Homer D. Angell (subcommittee 
chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Aneett. The committee will come to order. 

This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of 
the Committee on Public Works on H. R. 3714, introduced by our 
colleague, Mr. Westland, of the State of Washington. The bill is for 
authorization to improve Blaine Harbor, in the State of Washington. 
Without objection, the bill will be introduced in the record at this 
point. 


(H. R. 3714 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 3714, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To authorize the improvement of Blaine Harbor, Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the improvement of 
Blaine Harbor in the State of Washington is hereby authorized substantially 
in accordance with the report and recommendations of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. 

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be required 
for the completion and maintenance of such project. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Westland, the committee is very glad to have 
you here this morning and will be glad to hear from you, but first 
[ suggest we hear from Colonel Milne, of the Army engineers, on this 
project. In view of the fact the House is in session, we may be called 
at any minute. 

You may proceed, Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM D. MILNE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF CIVIL 
WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY—Resumed 


_ Colonel Mizner. Mr. Chairman, this bill, H. R. 3714, would author- 
ize certain improvements at Blaine Harbor, in the State of Wash- 
ington, which have been recommended by the Corps of Engineers 
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in a survey report which is now in the process of being transmitted 
from the Secretary of the Army to the Congress. 

The Department of the Army has not commented on this bill. We 
have, however, commented on a similar bill in the Senate, and the 
comments of the Department of the Army were in favor of the 
authorization. 

Mr. Ancet.. Those comments would be applicable to this bill 4 

Colonel Miine. That is correct. I would like to go to the map and 
point out to the committee the project. 

Blaine Harbor is approximately 100 miles north of Seattle. It is 
a very active harbor for fishing craft. There is at the present time 
no Federal harbor there. However, local interests a number of years 
ago did dredge a small harbor several acres in area and approxi- 
mately 12 feet deep. That was dredged at local expense. 

Local interests now desire that this small harbor be increased, as 
outlined in green, which approximates 14 acres, and that a breakwater 
be constructed 1,500 feet long in order to make this harbor usable. 
Under present conditions the relatively small harbor that local in- 
terests have been able to provide is entirely inadequate for the sizable 
salmon fishing industry now utilizing the harbor. 

As I recall, this harbor is very close to the salmon fishing grounds, 
and a sizable quantity of salmon comes into the harbor and is proc- 
essed and packed in Blaine. I believe the catch in the Blaine Harbor 
area was over $500,000 of salmon Jast year, and in addition a sizable 
quantity of timber comes into the harbor. Over 7,000 vessel trips 
utilized the harbor last. year. 

Our plan is to increase the present harbor area by 14 acres at a total 
depth of 12 feet and the construction of this breakwater to provide a 
larger harbor. The present harbor is really inadequate for the fishing 
craft and other craft utilizing the harbor. 

The total cost to the Government of these improvements is estimated 
at $354,800, with an annual maintenance cost of $8,000 for the break- 
water. 

Mr. Broker. $354,800? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. And an annual maintenance cost of how much? 

Colonel Miine. $8,000. 

Mr. AnoELL. Is there any objection to the project ? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. 

Mr. AnGELL. It is approved by the Army engineers ? 

Colonel Miine. It has been approved by the Army. 

Mr. Anceiy. Will you point out on the small map where that 
harbor is? 

Colonel Mine. Blain Harbor is right here, sir [indicating]. It 
ison Puget Sound. Drayton Harbor is the name of the larger harbor. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the main cargo into that harbor? 

Colonel Mizne. Fish and timber. 

Mr. Becker. Is the $8,000 maintenance charge the usual charge the 
Government pays where we build breakwaters? 

Colonel Mirne. Under the navigation laws as laid down by the 
Congress, the Federal Government does assume the responsibility for 
maintenance where it is maintenance of the breakwater or actual main- 
tenance of the dredging. It is a normal charge. 
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Mr. Mack. This harbor being near the Canadian border, the im- 
provement would make it posible for American fishermen to better 
compete with fishermen of the Canadian fishing industry ? 

Colonel Mune. I think that is right. One of the difficulties the 
fishermen are having is that the harbor is so crowded, many times 
when they come in with a full load they cannot get into the harbor 
and must go many miles away, increasing their costs. 

Mr. Mack. I understand the local interests already have spent $100,- 
000 of their own money on this improvement, and anticipate spending 
$250,000 more if this project is authorized ? 

Colonel Mizner. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, Blaine will match dollar for dollar with 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. ANGELL. Any questions? 

Mr. Davis. I would like to have the privilege of making a motion to 
approve this project. 

fr. ANGELL. We have not heard from our colleague, Mr. Westland, 
yet. 
’ Mr. Davis. I think he could file his statement for the record. 

Mr. Anceut. If there are no further questions, the committee will 

be glad to hear from you, Mr. Westland. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Westianp. Mr. Chairman, I had a very nice speech prepared, 
but after the dissertation that was given on this project by Colonel 
Milne and the offer to make a motion approving the project by the 
gentleman from Tennessee I think I should perhaps file my statement 


and let it go at that. 
Mr. AnceLL. You may file your statement if you wish and then make 


such comments as you desire. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JACK WESTLAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND DIsTRICT, 
WASHINGTON STATE 


I am here this morning to urge the favorable consideration by your committee 
of H. R. 3714, a bill to authorize the improvement of Blaine Harbor, Wash. 

On June 23, 1943, the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors adopted a 
resolution requesting the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review 
the reports on Blaine Harbor, Wash., which had been submitted on November 9, 
1936, and at previous dates, with a view to determining if improvement in the 
interest of navigation was advisable at that time. After full consideration of 
the reports secured from the district and division engineers, the Board has 
recommended the improvement of Blaine Harbor, Wash., to provide for enlarge- 
ment of the existing mooring basin by dredging an area of 14.7 acres to a depth 
12 feet below mean lower low water with suitable breakwater protection, at an 
estimated cost to the United States of $354,800 for construction and $8,000 
annually for maintenance of the breakwater only, subject to certain conditions 
that local interests have agreed to. 

Blaine Harbor, Wash., is located in the extreme northwest corner of the 
United States. In its contiguous waters approximately a third of the total 
salmon catch of Puget Sound is taken by fishing boats that come there during 
the season from every port on the west coast of the United States as far south 
as San Francisco. Blaine Harbor provides the only safe refuge for these boats 
in time of rough water and it is their normal port for loading supplies and 
unloading fish. During the last few years, because of the activities of the Inter- 
national Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission, the salmon run in the area served 
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by Blaine Harbor has been increasing steadily. This salmon catch is a very 
important part of the economic life of the Puget Sound area and is participated 
in by as many as seven or eight hundred boats in a season. Because of the im 
portance of this fishing industry to the economy of Blaine, a town of 1,700, the 
citizens of that town have gone far beyond normal expectations in providing 
from their own funds for the welfare of the fishermen. As a matter of fact, 
within just the last few years the amount spent by the people of Blaine and the 
port of Bellingham, which is the governing body for this port, has about equaled 
the amount which the Board of Engineers estimated will be required to com- 
plete the project. While the Blaine Boat Haven is primarily used by the fish- 
ing fleet of Puget Sound, it is also the home of the Berg Shipbuilding Co., which 
has built many vessels for the Navy and is currently engaged in the construction 
of 3 minesweepers and 6 smaller vessels for that Department. 

The original Blaine boat haven was built to accommodate approximately 60 
fishing boats. Last year, on an average weekend, approximately 350 transient 
craft used this harbor. This overcrowding has, of course, created a tremendous 
fire hazard since it would be impossible for these boats to escape in the event 
that a fire should start, because of the extremely crowded conditions of the 
haven. These same conditions, of course, bring the Navy ships which are being 
outfitted in the haven under the same hazards of fire as are the fishing boats and 
it is of paramount importance that the harbor be enlarged so that the fire hazard 
can be minimized. The harbor at Blaine is the nearest American port to Alaskan 
waters and is used extensively by the fishing fleet for repair facilities during 
the winter. I am advised that it would be used much more extensively if and 
when it is enlarged so that more boats can be accommodated. 

I have here some photographs that were taken this year at the Blaine boat 
haven. These pictures show conclusively much better than words can tell the 
erowded conditions that pertain there. The boats pictured here have an average 
cost to the owner from $30,000 to $45,000 each and it has been conservatively 
estimated that if a fire ever got started under the conditions pictured that a 
$5 million loss would be not only possible but highly probable. Practically all 
of these boats are operated by the owners. These men are small businessmen 
who have invested everything they own in the boat and gear which they use to 
pursue their trade of fishing. The hazards of the work are great but are faced 
without fear by the fishermen. However, they do feel that it is important that 
they have a safe port in which to tie up during storms and a safe place to moor 
their boats when they are not actively fishing. 

Due to the emergent nature of the present situation at Blaine Harbor, I urge 
this committee to favorably report H. R. 3714 in the hope that it can be con- 
sidered and passed by the Congress during the present session. I deeply ap- 
preciate the opportunity to appear before you on this most important matter. 


Mr. WestLanp. I would like you gentlemen to take a look at these 
pictures which will give you a good idea of the crowded condition 
of the harbor. They really have to maneuver to get in or out of there. 
There is probably $ 35 million of vessels in there, the average cost of 
each vessel being $30,000 to $50,000, and if a fire ever occurred you can 
see what a catastrophe it could be. 

Mr. Ancety. Are these boats owned by local residents ? 

Mr. WesttAnv. No. They come all the way from San Francisco. 
Right here is Point Roberts, which is part of my district, and in order 
to get to it I have to go through Canadian customs twice. 

This is the best fishing ground, particularly for sockeye salmon, in 
the world. I believe the figure Colonel Milne mentioned was low. I 
believe the value was around $2 million last year in sockeye salmon, 
and this harbor is the one the boats have to use. Otherwise they 
have to go 30 or 40 miles to Bellingham. 

Mr. Ancetn. Fishing is one of the major occupations of the people 
of that area? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes, sir. I think those pictures largely speak for 
themselves. The fact this little town of 1,700 people have already 
spent $100,000 of their own money and are “on the cuff” for another 

$250,000—that is 1,700 people—and are asking the Federal Govern- 
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ment practically for matching funds, it looks like there is real com- 
munity participation. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is this the first time a bill for this project has come 
before the Congress ? 

Mr. West.anp. It is the first time it has come before this commit- 
tee, but this started in 1943. 

Mr. Anceii. Any questions ? 

Mr. Oaxman. Is Blaine Harbor served by a railroad? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes; the Great Northern runs through Blaine. 

Mr. Mack. Blaine citizens are mainly dependent on fishing for their 
livelihood ? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. And it is very important that the boats get to the fishing 
grounds and back with their catches speedily when the fish are 
running? 

Mr. West.anp. That is right, and I believe they have the split 
system, they fish for 3 days and lay off for a day, or something like 
that. 

Mr. Mack. The fish only run at certain periods. 

Mr. Becker. Do the fish only run every third day? 

Mr. Davis. From this picture, I do not see how they could get in 
and out. 

Mr. Ancexi. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Scupper. This is typical of all the coastal harbors from San 
Francisco up; 800 to 1,000 boats will go into these little harbors in 
order to put up for maybe a month. 

Mr. Mack. If the committee comes West, Mr. Westland and I will 
take you out to catch salmon. 

Mr. Ancetu. We thank you for your appearance, and I will now 
entertain the motion. 

Mr. Becker. I would like the pleasure of making the motion to ap- 
prove the bill authorizing the improvement, or of seconding the motion 
made by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. Davis. No; I will pass my motion and would like the privilege 
of seconding your motion. 

Mr. Ancetu. It has been moved and seconded that this subeommit- 
tee approve the bill. 

Mr. Fatton. What will happen if we approve it and the full com- 
mittee has adjourned sine die? 

Mr. Ancor. We will have to present it to the full committee at the 
next session. 

You have heard the motion. 

(The motion was unanimously adopted.) 

(Statement of Hon. Warren G. Magnuson is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON IMPROVEMENT OF BLAINE HARBOR, WASH., By WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Unirep States Senator, Marcu 5, 1954 


Mr. Chairman, I introduced on February 27, 1953, Senate bill 1145 which pro- 
poses that the mooring basin at» Blaine be enlarged. This improvement is 
urgently needed to expedite movement of shipping in the harbor and it is my 
hope it will receive your favorable consideration and that you will recommend 
it for authorization in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill for 1954. 
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The project calls for enlargement of the present mooring basin by dredging 
an area of 14.7 acres to a depth of 12 feet below the mean lower low water with 
a suitable breakwater protection. It also would require an entrance channel of 
the same depth and 100 to 150 feet wide. 

The project is estimated to cost $353,800 with $8,000 annually for maintenance 
of the breakwater alone. The benefit-cost ratio is estimated at 1.49 indicating 
the project is economically feasible. 

The Blaine Harbor is used regularly by about 300 craft during the fishing 
seasons and it is increased to 500 during storms when many craft seek shelter 
there. The present facilities for mooring are so inadequate there is a great risk 
of collision and fire during crowded periods. 

The harbor is in the area of the best commercial fishing in Puget Sound and 
unless it is improved many craft will not be able to find refuge there. 

Investigation has determined that lack of a turning basin in the harbor is a 
serious detriment because no tug service is available. Ships must turn under 
their own power with the resultant hazards of grounding and with much delay 
in awaiting a favorable tide. Thus many shipowners are reluctant to assign 
their ships to Blaine Harbor where some of them stop to get final clearance for 
their voyages. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this needed project. 


(Thereupon, at 10:45 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
oF THE ComMMITTEE ON PusBLic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ancetu. In view of the fact that our time is rather limited, if 
it is agreeable to the committee we will begin now. Some of our mem- 
bers are not here but are in another meeting which we have just left, 
in a meeting of a subcommittee of this committee. 

This is the first of a series of meetings held before the Subcommittee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the Public Works Committee for the con- 
sideration of various projects throughout the United States, covering 
most of the territory of the United States. We set down a considera- 
ble number of them on specific dates for hearing. 

Today we have designated for hearing the Lubec Channel in Maine, 
Lynn Harbor, Mass., and Scituate Harbor, Mass. That comprises 
three projects. 

First of all we have with us today Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis, 
Chief of Engineers. We will be very happy to hear from General 
Sturgis a little later and have him introduce the members of his staff 
who will take part in these proceedings. 

To begin with, we have with us our distinguished colleague, the 
House minority whip from Massachusetts, Representative John W. 
McCormack, who is appearing here on two of these projects, and we 
will be very happy to hear from you, Mr. McCormack, at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee. 

My name for the record is John W. McCormack, Member of Con- 
gress from Massachusetts. 

I appreciate the courtesy extended to me and I will briefly partake 
of the generosity and hospitality of the committee. 

I want to record myself as being in favor of the three projects in 
New England. I think is is unnecessary for me to stress the fact to 
anyone who has served with nie on matters of this kind, and of all 
kinds, that I try to view everything from a national angle. So I am 
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recording myself as being in favor of New England. It is not purely 
with any section or State in mind. I think the three projects are in a 
favorable situation. 

While I am familiar with the other projects, I am more familiar 
with the Scituate Harbor one. I hope that the project recommenda- 
tions of the Corps of Engineers relating to all of these projects will be 
adopted by the committee, but with relation to Scituate Harbor par- 
ticularly. 

I have in my hand a telegram from a member of the Governor's 
Council of Massachusetts, Hon. Patrick J. McDonough, in support of 
the Scituate Harbor project; and also one from Elliott J. Cody, com- 
modore of the Scituate Harbor Yacht Club, strongly endorsing and 
supporting the Scituate Harbor project. 

I very much appreciate the opportunity to be here. I know you 
will have the facts presented to you by the Corps of Engineers. I 
am glad to meet the General who is here today. My relationship with 
the Corps of Engineers has been very friendly throughout the years. 
As I was coming up I had the pleasure of meeting another man I 
had known throughout the years, General Reybold. He was visiting 
upstairs with some Member of the House, and it was a pleasure to 
meet. him again, as it is to meet you gentlemen here. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. ANGELL. We are ver y happy to have you before the committee. 

I hesitate to call to your attention the fact that the committee 
members present are all Republicans. We have very little oppor- 
tunity to question you ordinarily. Are there any members on the 
committee who desire to question Mr. McCormack ? 


Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. ANGELL. We are very happy to have with us Gen. Samuel D. 
Sturgis, Chief of Engineers, and we would be glad to hear from you 
now, if you desire, General, 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. SAMUEL D. STURGIS, JR., CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Strureis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
first wish to express my pleasure at being present today before your 
subcommittee and to convey to you the regrets of Secretary Stevens 
because of his absence from the country in not being able to attend 
the opening of your hearings. 

These hearings mark consideration by the Congress of the first 
omnibus river-and-harbor and flood-contro]l bill since the act of May 
17, 1950. As now scheduled, the hearings before this subcommittee 
will run from Tuesday through Friday this week and next week. The 
schedule for the first 2 weeks will cover, in general, most of the river- 
and-harbor reports in the eastern half of the United States submitted 
to Congress in the 4 years since passage of the 1950 act. The sched- 
uled reports represent about half of the favorable navigation reports 
submitted during that time. 

It is my understanding that it is the committee’s desire that reports 
on flood control and on multiple- purpose developments be taken up at 
the conclusion of the hearings scheduled for the next 2 weeks and that 
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following the flood-control hearings the remaining reports on naviga- 
tion in the eastern half of the United States and those in the western 
half will be scheduled for consideration. According to my under- 
standing, these hearings will also include consideration of monetary 
authorizations for our large, comprehensive river-basin plans. 

Because of the manner in which these hearings are scheduled, I 
have considered it appropriate to confine my remarks today in general 
to matters pertaining to navigation reports. I should also like to 
include in this statement some remarks involving matters of general 
concern to the civil works program of the Corps of Engineers which 
have come up from time to time during the last 4 years. I shall be 
prepared, if it is the desire of the Flood Control Subcommittee of the 
Public Works Committee, to make a similar statement at the opening 
of hearings on flood control reports before that subcommittee. 

In view of the fact that this is my first appearance as Chief of 
Engineers before your subcommittee in connection with an omnibus 
river and harbor and flood control act, it might be of interest to refer 
briefly to my background in civil works and to introduce the members 
of my staff who will give the detailed testimony on the project reports 
in the weeks to come. 

Over the years the development of water resources of the United 
States has been one of my greatest interests. My early assignments 
in this field were as project and district engineer at Eastport, Maine, 
Huntington, W. Va., and at Vicksburg, Miss., where I took part in 
water resource development in the Ohio and Mississippi Valleys, 
which involved some of the most important problems in this field. 
Later, as division engineer of the Missouri River division, I was 
responsible for continuing development of the comprehensive Missouri 
River Basin program for flood control, navigation, and related water 
resource improvements. During that time I was a member of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, which is responsible for 
reviewing preliminary examinations and surveys for navigation and 
flood control thoughout the United States and its possessions. I be- 
lieve that this combined experience has given me a broad working 
knowledge of the problems related to water resource development and 
the activities of the Corps of Engineers in solving these problems. 

At this time I would like to introduce the officers on my staff who 
will be responsible for testifying on the individual projects and on 
matters of general concern to the subcommittee. 

Mr. ANceti. General, we are very happy to have you do that. 

General Srurets. Thank you. 

Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner is Deputy Assistant Chief of Engineers 
for Civil Works. 

General Itschner, will you please stand ? 

_ May I say at this time it is my deep regret to have to lose General 
Chorpening, who has served 5 years in Washington. It is our cus- 
tom to rotate officers during their career. I especially hope, because 
of the splendid work that General Chorpening has done in his office 
in the past several years, that we may be able to see he gets a position 
in the Army where he can be awarded another star. 

Mr. Ancert. General, may I interrupt you to say that the com- 
mittee has been most happy to have General Chorpening before our 
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committee down through the years. He has been most cooperative and 
his work before the committee has been mi par good. I am 
sure as chairman of the committee I express the sentiments of every 
member of the committee when I say that we are very happy to have 
had you with us during these past years. 

General CHorrentne. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. And we hope that you have a fine position of at least 
equal importance in the future. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to join in that statement in regard to 
General Chorpening. 

Mr. Scupper. I would also like to congratulate General Chorpen- 
ing for his most extensive and informative statement. 

Mr. Kuivczynsxi. General, the Democrats feel the same about you. 

Mr. Ancetu. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

General CHorrentne. Thank you very much. 

General Srurcis. We have been aware that General Chorpening 
would have to leave and so I have selected naturally an officer to 
replace General Chorpening who I felt could do an excellent job. 
That is General Itschner, whom I have known during most of my 
military career and who has been of outstanding service both on our 
civil works and as a corps engineer in Korea. General Itschner comes 
from an assignment as division engineer of the North Pacific Divi- 
sion and has had wide experience in civil works. 

Mr. Anceti. Just a moment, please, before you proceed. May I 
say to the members of the committee I have had an opportunity to 
work with General Itschner for a number of years in his work in 
the Pacific Northwest. He has given us exceptionally fine service 
and I am sure he is exceptionally well qualified to advise the com- 
mittee on the various projects that will come before us. 

As General Sturgis just said, he is a man of broad experience in 
this field and I am sure, judging from my own experience with him 
and with his work that the committee will find him an exceptionally 
fine officer. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mack. As another Congressman from the Pacific Northwest, 
I also want to join Mr. Angell in his statement, General Itschner is 
very highly regarded in Seattle. We hated to lose him but we are 
glad he is here assisting you in the national program that is being 
developed. 

General Srurats. Thank you, sir. 

I might say I visited the North Pacific Division twice last summer 
and noted the efficiency of the work out there. I am very fortunate 
and happy to see today that two members of this subcommittee are 
from the Northwest and are familiar with General Itschner and his 
work. 

Col. W. D. Milne, who will present the detailed testimony on the 
navigation projects scheduled for the first 2 weeks, is now the district 
engineer at Louisville, Ky. Until recently he was the Assistant Chief 
of Civil Works for Rivers and Harbors, and we are taking advantage 
of his intimate knowledge of the reports under consideration and 
studied during his incumbency in presenting to the subcommittee the 
testimony on these projects. Will you please stand, Colonel Milne? 
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Mr. ANGELL. May | say we have had experience with Colonel Milne 
in our committee and we have found him to be exceptionally good. 
We are glad that he has left his duties on his new assignment and come 
here to help us out in the first 2 weeks. 

Colonel Mitne. Thank you, sir. 

General Srureis. Thank you. 

Col. Alfred D. Starbird, Assistant Chief of Civil Works for Flood 
Control, will be available later to testify on flood-control reports. 

I might say I have chosen Colonel Starbird with a great deal of 
‘are. He served under me in the Missouri River Division and made 
: remarkable record out there. 1 hated to lose him, but he was chosen 
personally by General Gruenther, who, as you know, is commanding 
general in France now, for staffwork over there. He has now re- 
leased Colonel Starbird to me on my request when I was over in 
France. 

Testimony on multiple-purpose projects which include hydro- 
electric power development will be given by Colonel William Whipple, 
who is executive officer for the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works, and has served in that capacity for some time. Colonel 
Whipple. 

Mr. AnceELL. Colonel Whipple, we are very happy to have you with 
us. 

Colonel Wutrertz. Thank you, sir. 

General Srurets. Civilian members of my staff will also be avail- 
able to assist in the presentation of testimony, and I shall ask General 
Chorpening to introduce them from time to time. 

General CHorrentnc. May I do so how? We have Mr. G. L. 
Beard, head of the Planning and Development Division, who is here. 

Mr. J. R. Brennan, Chief of the Project Development Branch. 

Assisting Mr Brennan at various times during the hearing, as well 
as assisting the officers, will be Mr J. Van Vladricken, Mr. John G. 
Anderson and Mr. B. J. Witzig. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will be very glad to have the services 
of those gentlemen. We welcome you before the committee. 

General Srurais. Before discussing navigation reports specifically, 
I would like to sketch briefly the magnitude and importance of the 
Federal navigation program. The waterway transportation system 
of the United States began with the founding of the Nation, and 
recognition of the Federal responsibility in navigation stems almost 
from that time. The size of the completed navigation program is 
indicated by the total number of 1,769 authorizations on which work 
has been completed. These authorizations represent either entire 
projects or modifications of projects. A few multiple-purpose proj- 
ects in which navigation is one of the functions are not included in 
this figure. The total cost of this completed navigation program is 
$856 million. Navigation projects or modifications, excluding a few 
multiple-purpose projects, which are under way, but not completed, 
total 143 in number. 

I emphasize that these are the ones under way. 

The total estimated cost of these projects under way is $1,409 mil- 
lion, of which $878 million has been appropriated through the fiscal 
year 1954, and $531 million is the estimated cost still to complete. 
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Navigation projects or modifications, again excluding a few multiple- 
purpose projects, authorized but not yet started, total 254 in number. 
The total estimated cost of these projects is $911 million, of which 
$5 million has been appropriated to date for planning purposes, 
leaving a total of $906 million to complete. The total active naviga 
tion program, therefore, amounts to 2,166 pares or project modi 
fications, having a total estimated cost of $3,176 million, of which 
$1,739 million is the cost to date and $1,437 million the estimated cost 
to complete. The estimated costs to complete are based upon 1953 
price levels. In addition to this active program which I just described 
there are a number of projects in the authorized backlog, which we 
consider inactive or which we have deferred for restudv. These 
total 282 in number and have a total estimated cost of $1,170 million. 
The active authorized navigation program described above includes 
about 28,600 miles of improved waterways, about 300 locks, 200 dams, 
and 290 commercial harbors. This embraces all authorized navigation 
projects from those not yet started to those completed. 

I would like for just a moment to condense that information and 
indicate it by means of this chart. 

Starting in this block below this line, we find 1,769 completed proj- 
ects or modifications which have cost $856 million. Those that are in 
the second block are underway and total 143, which therefore gives 
a total of completed projects plus those underway of 1,912. For the 
projects underway there has been appropriated to date $878 million, 
leaving $531 million needed to complete, making a total estimated 
cost of projects underway of $1,409 million. 

If this is added to the $856 million cost of those completed it gives 
a figure for the 1,912 projects completed or underway of $2,265 million. 

We have two other categories shown, representing the authorized 
projects not yet started. In the first group, we have 254 projects which 
we call active projects not yet started, for which there has been 
ipproprinted $5 million, all for studies. Needed to complete these 
projects, for further planning and construction, is $906 million, 
making a total cost of $911 million, which, if added to the cost of 
active projects completed and underway brings the total cost to $3,176 
million, which includes the active projects not yet started, those under- 
way and not yet completed. The second group of the two categories 
of authorized projects not yet started comprises 282 projects which we 
call inactive or deferred, and which I shall describe in detail in a few 
ini. Their estimated cost is $1,170 million which, if added to the 
previous total gives $4,346 million. 

The total navigation program, therefore, consists of 2,448 projects, 
including completed, underway, active authorized, and inactive au- 
thorized projects, costing a total of $4,346 million. 

Mr. Ancetxu. Does that 2,448 include every project that has been 
authorized ? 

General Srurets. Yes,sir. The total on this chart of 2,448 includes 
all authorized navigation projects. 

Mr. Ancett. Navigation only? 

General Srurets. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoetxt. And this chart has only to do with navigation proj- 
ects, and not flood control ? 

General Srurots. That is correct. 
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Phe substantial and widespread benefits from the Federal naviga- 
tion program have demonstrated that the investment has been wisely 
made both from the standpoint of economics and from the stand- 
point of national welfare. These projects have facilitated the 
crowth of trade with other nations, developed commerce among the 
States, and contributed to the security and continued growth of the 
Nation. The latest commercial statistics. which are for the calendar 

ir 1952, show that the net waterborne commerce of the United States 
otaled about 890 million tons in that year, of which about 660 mil- 
) on tons were domestic and 230 million tons were foreign. This is 50 
percent greater than the prewar peak year of 1929. 

During hearings similar to these, in connection with the 1950 River 
and Harbor Act, my predecessor appeared before this committee and 
pointed out the tremendous volume of waterborne commerce and 

ustrated it by referring to the then all-time record total of 760 mil- 
on tons reached in 1947. Six years later, we have already exceeded 

s figure by more than 11 percent. 

In the calendar year 1952 the inland waterway system of the United 
States carried 168 billion ton-miles, of which 104 billion were on the 
Great Lakes and over 37 billion on the Mississippi-Ohio system. 
Development of these waterways during the years of peace has resulted 
n the acquisition of a valuable asset in times of war. During the last 
war the coastal ports were indispensable. In continuously mount- 
ng volume through the war years, traffic grew on the inland and 

itracoastal waterways of the United States, each year setting a new 
record in ton-miles of barge-borne freight. In addition to their value 
is carriers of commercial cargo, the inland waterways were used to 
float 3.943 war vessels and several hundred items of auxiliary war 
equipment from inland shipyards down to the ocean. America’s 
rivers and canals thus served a twofold purpose during the war—they 
shared importantly in the transportation of strategic materials and 
they made possible a widespread geographical diffusion of manu- 
facturing processes that otherwise would have been forced into 
congested coastal areas. 

The constantly increasing waterborne commerce of the United States 
has been given impetus by the economic effect of larger vessels of 
leeper draft. Progressive modification of our navigation investment 
s necessary to keep step with the resulting trend toward these larger 
ships and is one paramount reason why our navigation survey report 
program should be kept current and sensitive to changing navigation 
needs so that we can continue our study of our navigation improve- 
ments to determine how they fit into transportation trends. 

Before going into the navigation survey program, and in view of 
the fact that some of the new members of the subcommittee may not 
be thoroughly familiar with the report procedures of the Corps of 
Engineers, it may be worthwhile to give a brief description of the 
report authorization process. The Corps of Engineers undertakes 


investigations for projects only under specific directive by Congress. 
These directives may take the form of an item in an omnibus bill 
calling for such an investigation, or, if there have been previous 
| reports in the area, the investagation may be called for as a review 
: of previous reports by passage of a resolution of either the House 


or the Senate Committee on Public Works. The report on these 


39263—54—-vol. 1——_9 








116 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


investigations may be in the form of a preliminary examination, a 
survey, or a review of previous preliminary examinations or surveys. 
A preliminary examination is a reconnaissance type of report based 
upon easily available office and field data and prepared at relatively 
small cost. The purpose of a preliminary examination is to make 
a rough estimate of the sitieaticn to determine whether the project or 
projects under consideration appear to be sufficiently feasible to war- 

rant the expense of a detailed survey. If unfavorable, the preliminary 
examination report is submitted to Congress. If favorable, the pre- 
liminary examination results in the assignment of a survey either 
through action by the Chief of Engineers or in some cases by the 
House Public Works Committee. A review report may be either of 
preliminary examination or survey scope, depending upon the amount 
of information already available to us. 

After a favorable survey report is transmitted to Congress it is 
printed as a House or Senate document and referred to the Committees 
on Public Works. The projects which are before your committee 
for consideration are all recommended in favorable survey reports 
such as I have described. If favorable action is taken by the com 
mittees and by the Congress, authorization of the projects is contained 
in a so-called omnibus river and harbor and flood control act. After 
passage of the act the project is then eligible for appropriation of 
funds for detailed engineering studies, preparation of plans and 
specifications, and finally, construction. 

The entire Federal navigation network has been evolved in gen- 
eral from the system of submitting to Congress reports such as those 
now before your subcommittee for consideration and which have 
resulted from the procedure I have just described. The fact that 
there are many ni: old ation projects still unbuilt that have been 
authorized for ‘construction but on which no construction has been 
started, does not mean that new reports should not be considered and 
projects authorized by Congress, since this is the only procedure which 
will result in a live up-to-date program responsive to changing local 
needs, developments in the national economy, changes in the national 
defense picture, and technological advances. By means of the submis 
sion of new reports the program can be kept current, relative priorities 
can be broadly ascertained to reflect economic urgency, obsolescent 
projects or parts of projects can be eliminated, and modifications to 
existing projects necessitated by changing conditions can be author- 
ized. The very size of the navigation program itself makes it all the 
more important that there be a “steady flow of review investigations 
designed to keep the system operating at the most efficient level. 

I have given the matter of our ni vigation survey report program 
and, in fact, our general survey report program, very serious consid- 
eration since I have been Chief of Engineers. I am deeply concerned 
about the large backlog which has resulted from the study of projects 
assigned to us by Congress and the relatively limited amount of funds 
which have been appropriated to carry on this work. The rate of 
survey investigation work permitted by appropriations for the last 
several years for our general survey program has been only sufficient 
to carry on, but not necessarily to complete, about 10 percent of our 
backlog. This is true of both flood control and navigation reports. 
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For example, the total number of navigation studies now in our 
field offices is 377. The total estimated cost of this planning is $10,- 
752,000, of which $5,892,000 has been made available over a consid- 
erable period of years through the fiscal year 1954, and $4,860,000 
remaing yet to complete. In the fiscal year 1952 there was no appro- 
priation whatever for general navigation studies. In fiscal year 1953 
the appropriation was $500,000, compared to a $10,000,000 cost. The 

\ppropriation for the present fiscal year is $330,000. The appuepes 
budget estimate for general navigation studies for fiscal year 1955, 
which is now being considered by the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, is $275,000, which we have estimated tentatively will permit 
s to continue work on 30 of our backlog of 377 reports. Of these 

eee which will be financed with fiscal year 1955 funds, we antici- 

ate that only 21 will be carried to completion and 9 will be continued. 

As a result of the interest shown in this matter in several quar- 
ters, ineluding the Appropriations Committees and the Bureau of 
the Budget, and because of my feeling that we should make every 
possible e effort to resolve this problem, a ‘study of the whole report pro- 
gram is now in progress in my office. The ‘problem will be attacked 

1 several ways. We will make an effort to determine if there is any 
possible way we can streamline our reporting procedure without sacri- 
icing sound engineering and economic analysis. That is, we will 
make every effort ourselves to submit more reports for the money 
given us. However, since these investigations form the basis of proj- 
ect authorizations, it is essential that our recommendations as to the 
feasibility of a project be reliable and give full information to the 
Public Works Committee which will enable them to make decisions on 
project authorizations. 

The importance of this cannot be overstressed since the reports are 
investments of relatively small cost, running about three-tenths of 1 
percent, compared to the cost of projects whose initiation they often 
determine. Instructions have already been issued to our field offices, 
in December of 1953, outlining procedures and methods to be followed 
to reduce the costs of survey reports and expedite their preparation. 

Another aspect of the problem is the relative merit of the survey 
reports which now form the backlog. These reports include some 
where conditions may have changed “consider: ably subsequent to the 
late of their assignment. I am “having a review made of all our 
outstanding reports with a view to placing them in one of three cate- 
gories: (1) active, (2) deferred for restudy, and (3) inactive. 

The first category includes reports which should clearly be brought 
to crlmination because of the obvious merit of the projects under 
consideration. 

The second category includes reports involving projects which re- 
quire further study before definite conclusions can be reached with 
respect to the fee asibility of the projects. 

The third category includes reports involving projects which we 
feel can be demonstrated to be infeasible, as a result of work ac- 
complished to date, because of a marked lack of economic justification, 
local opposition, or changed conditions in the area. Reports in the 
last category should require nd more work to support an unfavorable 
recommendation. This study is expected to be completed in the near 
future. 





118 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


At this point I would like to call the attention of the subcommittee 
to a similar study in connection with authorized projects which we 
have undertaken as a forward step this past year and have recently 
completed. Several reports of congressional committees have re- 
ferred to the large backlog of authorized projects and this matter 
has given us much concern for several years. Some reports have also 
indicated the belief that the legislative committees of Congress do 
not have sufficient opportunity for scrutiny and control of the civil- 
works program. Our study of this matter has resulted in a recom- 
mendation that our projects be placed in three categories similar 
to those which I spoke of in connection with survey reports. I am 
now speaking of the authorized project backlog. 

Our proposal also contemplates that a project in the category “de- 
ferred for restudy” can be moved to the active list only upon further 
study by us and a showing to the Public Works Committees that 
the higher category is appropriate, followed by affirmative action of 
the committees to establish the project in the active category. It may 
be that legislative action will be necessary to establish this procedure. 
We have not reached final conclusions on our treatment of the survey 
report study, but it is possible that recommendations similar to those 
for authorized projects may be in order. 

A third aspect of the survey report program now under considera- 
tion is the matter of local cooperation in the cost of surveys. We 
have not yet reached firm conclusions on this matter and I feel that 
it involves some very serious considerations. Local pressure toward 
a favorable recommendation might be engendered because of local 
contributions in cash or work toward the investigation. Prosperous 
communities might, through a contribution toward the survey, secure 
faster results in project authorization than less prosperous areas where 
the problems might be of more urgent nature. 

The navigation reports which are scheduled for consideration by 
your subcommittee during the next 2 weeks total 38 in number and 
range from small channels and harbors for light-draft navigation to 
major waterways for deep-draft commercial shipping. They are 
located along the eastern seaboard, the eastern gulf coast, and the 
(ireat Lakes area. The smallest has an estimated cost of less than 
$20,000, and the largest an estimated cost in the neighborhood of $214 
million. The total cost of the projects in the scheduled list during 
the first 2 weeks is slightly under $13 million. Detailed testimony 
on the projects scheduled for the first 2 weeks, as I mentioned before, 
will be presented by General Itschner and Colonel Milne. 

The additional river and harbor projects to be considered by your 
subcommittee at a later date include 29 works of improvement, com- 
pared to the 38 in the first 2 weeks, recommended in reports submitted 
to Congress. These works include several small projects estimated to 
cost under $100,000, but otherwise range from a $198,000 navigation 
improvement in Alaska to a $157 million multiple-purpose project on 
the Cumberland River, Kentucky, and Tennessee. They iachids mod- 
ification and modernization of a number of our major rivers and har- 
bors in the United States and Territories. 

The total Federal costs of these 29 projects is presently estimated 
to be able $239 million, compared with the $13 million for the first 38. 

The total navigation program, therefore, which is now before your 
subcommittee, is comprised of projects recommended in 67 renorte -+ 
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a total estimated cost of approximately $250 million. The benefits to 
be obtained from these projects include savings in transportation costs, 
increased fish catch, hydroelectric power, decreased dam: uge to vessels 
and shore developments, and other associated benefits. 

Before closing my statement before your subcommittee I would like 
to mention briefly several matters of general concern to the survey re- 
port program and to navigation reports in particular. In the years 
which have elapsed since the passage of the 1950 River and Harbor 
and Flood Control Act, there have been several significant develop- 
ments in general policy. These stem from investigations of the civil 
works activities of the Corps of Engineers by congressional commit- 
tees, the findings of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commis- 
sion concerning the development of civil works, the activities of the 
Bureau of the Budget in reviewing the civil works program and firm- 
ing up criteria for economic analysis, and the development of basic 
principles and uniform procedures among the water-resources agencies 
of the Government. 

The congressional investigations, which include those undertaken 
by what is commonly known as the Jones subcommittee of your Public 
Works Committee, have resulted in an analysis by the corps of the 
questions raised, and, where warranted, a modification of existing 
practices. I believe that volume 3 of the Annual Report of the C hief 
of Engineers for 1951 has effectively summarized both the nature of 
the questions raised and the answers ‘to those questions which the Con- 
gress desires. The corps is fully conscious of its responsibilities and 
is eager to adopt justifiable changes. 

The findings of the Water Polic y Commission and the interest of 
the Bureau of the Budget in matters pertaining to project analysis 
und formulation have resulted in the establishment of a policy and 
a technique of analyzing projects which has been, with some ex- 
ceptions, generally accepted by the water-resources agencies of the 
Government. A manual on economic procedures in project evalua- 
tion, commonly called the Green Book by us, and issued by the Bene- 
fits-Costs Subcommittee of the Federal Interagency River Basin Com- 
mittee, has been generally adopted by the Corps of Engineers for use 
in the preparation of its reports. This, I believe, will do much to 
narrow any discrepancies or divergencies which might have existed 
in project investigations among the agencies under present legislation 
and present assignment of responsibilities. I firmly believe that all 
proposed legislation in the field of water resources should be examined 
in the light of such standard and uniform methods. 

In this particular connection, one of the most significant develop 
ments in this field is the issuance by the Bureau of the Budget of 
Budget Circular A-47 in December 1952, which establishes general 
criteria for the evaluation of water-resources projects. ‘The economic 
aspects of Circular A—47 are generally along the lines developed in 
the Green Book I have just referred to, issued by the Benefits-Costs 
Subcommittee of the Federal Interagency River Basin Committee. 
This circular has been put into general effect by the Corps of En- 
gineers and, in response to a request from the Bureau of the Budget, 
modifications and improvements in this circular have been suggested 
by us to the Bureau of the Budget. 

The matter of partnership between State and local interests and 
the Federal Government has assumed increasing prominence in the 
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evaluation of projects, including certain types of nav igation projec ts. 
Where the interests can be definitely localized I believe it appropriate, 
and have so recommended in individual cases, that local interests make 
a substantial contribution reflecting the extent of completely local 
benefits. This, of course, is not applicable to projects already author 
ized and under construction where the requirements of local 
operation have been established by previous law. 

With respect to interagency cooperation, I am pleased to report 
that marked strides have been taken in the last few years. Concrete 
examples are the large comprehensive studies authorized in the New 
England-New York area and in the Arkansas-White-Red Rivers 
Basins, which are being currently carried on by six Federal agencies 
and the States concerned, under the chairmanship of the Corps of 
Kngineers. These studies are well along and are scheduled for com 
pletion by July 1, 1955. In this cooperative work, systematic con 
ferences have been held at Secretarial level among the Departments 
of Interior, Agriculture and the Army, in which I have personally 
participated. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would again like to express my pleasure and honor at appearing before 
the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the Public Works Com 
mittee. I know that the members of my staff will be able to give you 
complete detailed information on the indiivdual projects scheduled 
for your consideration, and on any matters of general concern which 
you may wish to discuss. I am, of course, available to your subcom- 
mittee at any time you desire. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. General Sturgis, I am sure the committee wants to 
thank you for this very excellent statement at the beginning of this 
series of hearings. We are hs appy to have you advise us from time 
to time as navigation problems arise. 

Are there any questions of the general from members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Mack. General, this committeee has taken a considerable 
amount of testimony on public highways. That testimony has been 
to the effect that the number of automobiles and trucks are steadily 
increasing, and that the highways are deteriorating faster than they 
are being replaced. If we do not build these highways we pay for 
them anyway in increased costs of operating cars, and wear and tear 
on equipment, and higher insurance rates, and larger hospital bills. 

Is not this whole problem of river and harbor development largely 
similar to the highway problem, in that if we do not improve these 
rivers and harbors we hamper the flow of foreign trade and hold back 
the development of the fishery resources of the Nation? 

Therefore, the spending of the money on the development of rivers 
and harbors is essential to our economy. This work is particularly 
essential because the productive system of the United States is one of 
the greatest instruments we have in either peace or war for the pros- 
perity and defense of this country. 

The highway or transportation system is an integral part of that 
system of production that has made us strong both in times of peace 
and in times of war. 

Isn’t that a summary of the situation ? 
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General Srureis. Yes, sir. I agree. In other words, our trans- 
portation sinews have got to keep up with the development of our 
economy, not only from a commercial and economic point of view, 
but from a national defense point of view at this time. 

Qur waterways, as you know, assumed a tremendously increased 
role in the last war. We will cert: uinly need that capacity in case of 
war in addition to keeping up with the economic development of the 
country. 

Mr. Mack. Due to the cost of defense and other economic condi- 
tions of the country, is it not true that the river and harbor develop- 
ment program of the United States has been falling behind the grow- 
ing needs of the country ? 

General Srureis. ln my opinion it is, and I so testified before the 
Appropriations Committee a few weeks ago. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, General. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any other questions from members of the 
committee / 

Mr. Knuuczynsxi. General Sturgis, among the 2,448 projects au- 
thorized by Congress, is the Calumet-Sag Canal at Chicago one of 
them ¢ 

General Srurais. Yes, sir. The Calumet-Sag Canal is an author- 
zed project. No appropriation has been made for construction on 
it yet. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any other questions of General Sturgis ? 

Mr. Scupper. General Sturgis, I want to thank you for the very 
fine statement you have made. I have found that highway travel 
diminishes where parallel water traflic is developed. In my district 
in northern California this is very apparent. The development of 
the Humboldt Harbor has resulted in taking of a great amount of 
traffic off the highways. It is not just a new job being done but it 
s supplementing another mode of travel, and a cheaper method of 
hauling. 

[ might state that since the improvement at Humboldt Harbor last 
year it is reported that 100,000,000 feet of lumber moved out of that 
harbor during the last 6 months of 1953. So it does indicate that 
the improvement of harbors and waterways does very definitely aid 
the economy of the country. 

General Srureis. That is very true. 

May I say, to illustrate your point in referring to another mode of 
transportation, that when I was out in the Northwest on the trip I 
mentioned before the subcommittee this morning, I found that Pendle 
ton, Oreg., which is in the heart of an agricultural area, is concerned 
with speed of marketing. The cost of transportation is not the only 
consideration, The capacity to get the produce to the coast and to 
the canneries, as fast as possible i is a very important feature. So 
costs alone would not be the determining consideration. 

Ps supporting your point, waterways greatly relieve the highways 
of a lot of bulk freight that make the highways more eligible for 
oe nger traffic and for express types of freight. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are there any other questions on my left? 

Mr. Becker. General Sturgis, on the chart you have up there in 
your report you have approximately $3,500,000,000 of projects under- 
way, active and inactive. Is that figure of $3,500,000,000 based upon 
estimates today or past estimates ? 
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General Srureis. That figure eliminates the cost of completed 
projects. 

Mr. Becxrr. That is right. I am eliminating those completed o1 
the bottom—the $856,000,000. 

General Srurects. We have reviewed our projects in the light of 
1953 costs. I am going to ask General Chorpening to testify as to 
what extent he has been able to go back into all of these projects and 
bring them up to 1953 costs. If a project obviously does not look as 
if it should be in the active category, then we would not want to 
spend too much money making a cost estimate on that project. So 
may I ask General Chorpening how far we have been able to go into 
that ? 

Mr. Becxer. If the chairman wants to do that now. I was ver) 
much interested in what the approximate difference might be betwee) 
the estimates of $3,500,000,000 for the underway and the active and 
inactive. It is about $3,500,000,000. 

General CHorrentne. All work remaining to be done on those 
projects underway and on those not yet started is based on 1953 
price levels where practicable. We have not spent a lot of time on 
projects in the inactive category. We have just escalated the costs 
in accordance with the Engineering News-Record cost indices on 
overall cost increases. Does that answer your question, sir? 

Mr. Becxer. Yes, sir. It does. 

General Srurats. That procedure assumes that the cost index is a 
proper reflection of cost changes in any project. However, if the 
project is composed principally of earth work instead of concrete, 
and the cost of earth yardage has gone down and has not followed the 
cost index, you would not have an exact answer on any particular 
project. But I think that in broad terms for the overall program, the 
index gives an approximate idea of the 1953 costs. 

Mr. Becker. I understand that. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancet. General Sturgis, there has been some criticism of + 
program which would authorize any additional projects on the Riebry 
that there are now this large number of projects you have desc ‘ribed 
already approved and on the shelf, and that those should be c ompleted 
before we start with any new projects. 

What is your answer with reference to that criticism, General ? 

General Srurats. As I have mentioned in my statement, sir, we must 
keep the program alive, because there can be a rather sudden develop- 
ment as, for instance, a need like that which occurred at Houston, Tex. 
Look at Houston today. If we had made no report on the increased 
development in that area because of the fact that we had a backlog- 
and we no doubt had one that was pretty large at that time, although 
not as big as today—we would not have had that marvelous develop- 
ment that we have down there now. 

So we have to have an adequate report program, particularly where 
there is a crying need for cheap transportation which sometimes can 
develop in a period of 4 or 5 years. We should be able to have a new 
report so that we can consider such a project and possibly get it au- 
thorized or constructed before some projects that have gone into the 
discard because the facts and figures warranting their adoption by the 
Congress 7 or 8 years ago, or 10 years ago or more, do not exist today. 
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Mr. Ancetx. It is true, is it not, that there is a large number of proj- 
ts which have been authorized in the past that now could be dis- 
carded? ‘They are no longer needed and there is no need for the im- 
provements now or in the future. Also, changes in conditions and 
other improvements that have been made make it unnecessary to pro- 
ed with them and they could be eliminated from the list. 

General Srurets. Yes, sir. There are two steps in the program. 
One, we must keep it sensitive to anything new that develops; and, 
two, we must cull out those projects which are definitely in the discard 
ind for which the Congress sees no need. 

Mr. Ancewy. It is true, is it not, General, that changes in economic 
onditions and in the national defense needs and the type of water 
traffic needed on rivers and harbors makes necessary from time to 
time additional work on existing projects that we have completed in 

he past, and also makes necessary new projects in order to mony abreast 
of changing conditions and advances in our economic life? 

General Srurats. Yes, sir. The projects should be regarded as they 
would be in business, where obsolescent machinery is eliminated and 
modern machinery introduced, so that the plant can be kept modern 
and current and able to compete with other concerns. 

The same thing, I think, holds true exactly with the Government’s 
navigation program. 

Mr. Aneetzt. There has been some criticism too of the custom of 
ombining all of these projects in a so-called omnibus bill. Some 
criticize that method as though it were a pork-barrel proposition, and 
. “You seratch my back and I will scratch yours” proposition. 

What is your answer, General, to the necessity and the real need 
for placing these projects in an omnibus bill, as we have been ac- 
customed to doing in the past and are planning to do at the present 
time? 

General Srureis. Consideration of these projects in an omnibus bill, 
sir, permits the Congress to take up at one time the entire program. 
Each project can then be viewed on its relative merits. In other 
words, it would be more difficult, it would seem to me, to jadge the 
relative merits of the projects if they were considered piecemeal over 
several years rather than if they were all studied by the Congress 
at one time. 

Mr. Aneeti. Under the procedures by which they are handled on 
the floor in an omnibus bill, any project that a majority of the members 
feel should not be authorized at this time can be eliminated, can it 
not? 

General Srurats. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoeta.. Does it not also result in a very considerable savings 
of time of the committee and the Congress itself in the consideration 
of this large number of projects as one bill? 

General Srurets. Yes, it does, sir. That is what I had very much 
in mind. The deliberations of Congress can be concentrated for a 
definite period of time on these projects and there will be no need to 
refresh your memory on testimony several years old. It seems to me 
much more efficient to do it that way. 

Mr. Anerty. As I understand it from your statement and from 
previous knowledge, it is the plan for the Corps of Engineers to 
submit to the committee a list of the projects which in their judgment 
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are no longer needed and which could well be eliminated from the 
schedule of authorized projects ! 

General Cuorrentne. Yes, sir. These categories are three: First, 
the active projects that we think obviously merit consideration be 
cause they are highly justified and because there is no loca] opposition. 

Second, those projects that we are doubtful about. They have 
potentialities, but we want to consider them further. We want to 
gather additional information that may involve changed conditions 
that did not exist at the time of original survey. 

Third, those projects where the justification has decreased, or where 
the costs have risen.out of proportion to the benefits. These are the 
projects which more or less by mspection, can easily be shown to the 
Congress to be not required. These constitute the deadwood in the 
program which we feel should be removed in order to progress. 

Mr. Ancetu. The third category is the list of projects that could 
very well be deauthorized ? 

General Srurais. Yes, sir. We would ask the Congress to con 
sider that. 

Mr. ANnGetit. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Mack. General Sturgis, I understand there are a great number 
of projects that have not been submitted to the Congress. Some of 
those projects are before the review board, and some of them are in 
the Bureau of the Budget. Additional projects, of course, will be 
presented to this committee probably prior to the enactment or pas- 
sage of any omnibus river and harbor bill. Is that so? 

General Srurets. Yes, sir. 

I might take a minute here [to] insert in the record, if you wish, 
the number of projects which we are not presenting now, and which 
you might say are in the pipeline. They are under study and being 
considered by the River and Harbor Board, by my office, or by the 
Bureau of the Budget, and have not come over to Congress as yet. 

Mr. Mack. I think that would be helpful. 

Mr, ANGeLL. General, without objection, we will ask you to supply 
for the record that information. 

Mr. Mack. Are you listing the projects or just giving us the totals ! 

General Srureis. Just giving the total number, sir. 

Mr. ANceLt. About how many are there? 

General Srureis. I have those figures on a card here which I can 
look up. 

Mr. ANGreLL. We will not take the time to go into it, General. In 
the extension of your remarks you may include such information, if 
you desire, on that subject. 

General Srurets. I have them now as follows, sir. Do you want 
them inserted here? 

Mr. Mack. That is correct. 
General Sturets. These are as of December 1953. 
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Status of favorable reports as of December 1953 


Number of reports 


Riverand Flood Beach Tot 
harbor control | erosion eae 
With Congress and not yet authorized 71 21 16 108 
With Budget Bureau 16 10 l 27 
Vith States and Federal agencies 8 10 2 20 
1 Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and Office, 

Chief of Engineers 20 28 0 48 
icklog in field 377 446 21 S44 
Total 492 515 40 1, 047 


Excluding 4 special studies 


Mr. Ancoext. That includes both rivers and harbors and flood 
control ? 

General Srureis. It includes all projects. Yes, sir. Flood con 
trol, multipurpose, navigation, and beach erosion. 

Mr. ANGELL. Thank you, General. 

If there is nothing further, we will proceed with the first project. 
That completes your statement, does it, General ? 

General Srurais. Yes, sir. If there are no further questions. 

Mr. AnceLL. The first project we will take up is the Lubec Channel 
1h} Maine. 

General Srurets. Mr. Chairman, if you and the committee do not 
object, I have an appointment which I would like to keep, if I may, 
sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may be excused. 

General Srureis. This hearing takes precedence, but if I may be 
excused I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Anceti. That is quite all right. You may be excused, 
General. 


Lupre CHANNEL, MAINE 


Mr. ANGELL. Now, it is customary procedure in considering these 
projects first to hear from the Army engineers on the project, and 
then to hear the testimony from the Representatives in Congress 
in the particular district in which the project is located, and then any 
witnesses who desire to be heard. If there is no objection, we will 
proceed in that order. 

Mr. Srecxer. I am Richard H. Specker of the National Water 
Carriers Association. 

Mr. Chairman, will it be in order for me to request the permission 
of the committee here and now to insert a statement into the record 
either tomorrow or the next day ¢ 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, that may be done, if you will pro 
vide the clerk with the statement, it will be included in the record. 

Is it on this particular project ? 

Mr. Sreckxer. Scituate Harbor. 

Mr. Ancett. It will be included in the record of that project. 

Mr. Specker. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. ANGeLL. Colonel Milne, will you proceed ? 
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STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mune. Mr. Chairman, Lubec Channel is covered in Senate 
Document No. 243 of the 8ist Congress, 2d session. That study was 
authorized by a resolution of the Senate Committee on Commerce 
dated July 16, 1945. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to go to the map, if it is satisfactory 
to do so. 

Mr. Ancety. You may, Colonel Milne. 

Colonel Mitne. Lubec Channel is located on the International 
Boundary waters in the northern part of Maine. The village of 
Lubec is approximately 3,000 in population. It serves as a trading 
area for the surrounding area of some 14 or 15 miles. 

The principal products handled on the waterway are fish and some 
petroleum and coal. 

The existing Federal project for Lubec consists of a 12-foot channel, 
some 500 feet wide, running along the International Boundary line 
and extending beyond Lubec toward Eastport, and a jetty at Gun 
Rock. 

This area has an extremely high tidal range. The tides will range 
from 18 feet to a maximum of some 24 feet. As a result of that tide 
there is an unusually high current both in a north and south direction 
along the Lubee Channel. Over the years it has caused considerable 
difficulty to the ships using Lubec as a port of trade. 

The original project as constructed by the Corps of Engineers con- 
templates that the jetty would tend to relieve that adverse current. 
Local interests also sunk several ships a number of years ago along 
Short Point. The combination of those old ships plus Gun Rock 
jetty did help to relieve the situation, but certainly did not correct it. 
Over the years the ships that were sunk by local interests have pretty 
much deteriorated and rusted away. Navigation is having consid- 
erable difficulty in the utilization of the port, , particularly in docking. 

Local interests have requested that the Federal Government extend 
the so-called Gun Rock jetty by a rock jetty in this direction, and the 
construction of a new jetty at Short Point. 

The division engineer made a thorough study of the economics of 
this particular project. The Chief of Engineers in reviewing the 
project has come to the conclusion that it 1s justifiable, and he ree- 
ommends that an extension of the Gun Rock jetty some 90 feet in an 
easterly direction and a new jetty at Short Point be authorized by 
the Congress. 

He also recommends certain elements of local cooperation. These 
are specifically that the local interests provide at their expense a suit- 
able public landing open to all on equal terms, in addition to furnish- 
ing lands, easements, and rights-of-way, and holding and saving the 
Federal Government free from damages. 

The Governor of the State of Maine has concurred in the recom- 
mendation of the Chief of Engineers, and the Bureau of the Budget 
has indicated its concurrence. 

The cost of this project at the time the document was prepared was 
$50,700 Federal costs and $500 non-Federal costs, a total of $51,200. 
We estimate that today the Federal cost would be $74,000 and the non- 
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Federal cost would be $1,000, a total of $75,000. 
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The annual charges based on the cost today would be $3,700 Federal 
and $35 non-Federal, or a total annual charge of $3,735. 

The benefits, as estimated in the original document were $7,500 an- 
nually, and those benefits were arrived at by computing the damages 
to ships in landing at Lubec Harbor. Out of 1,500 landings a year 
over 10 percent of the ships were damaged, averaging about $70 for 
each landing. The benefits today are estimated at $10,300, and the 
benefit-cost ratio is estimated at 2.8 to 1. 

Mr. Chairman, are there any questions ? 

Mr. Ancett. Any questions on my left? 

Mr. Mack. Is this to deepen the channel, or widen it, or to provide 
protection for the berthing of ships? 

Colonel Minne. The 12-foot channel which already exists will not 
be deepened or widened. ‘The only thing that will be done is an ex- 
tension of the Gun Rock jetty and the construction of a Short Point 
jetty, which will tend to alleviate the strong currents running north 
and south due to the extremely high range of tides. 

Mr. Mack. You spoke of a number of ships being damaged. What 
was the cause of the damage? 

Colonel Miutne. The cause of the damage was the excessive current. 
When they came in for landing, the current would throw them into 
the dock or shore. 

Mr. Mack. What did you say the cost-benefit ratio was, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. 2.8 to 1. 

Mr. Anceiu. Colonel, that is a rather high ratio, is it not? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. A very good one. 

Mr. Mack. What is the principal type of fish 1: anded ? 

Colonel Mune. Sardines, herring, and lobster, sir. 

Mr. Ancetw. Is the channel used mainly for fishing craft ? 

Colonel Miune. Primarily for petroleum and coal products, with 
fishing a secondary use. 

Mr. Mack. I thought this port was handling commerce totaling 
about 48,000 tons a year. I saw that in the report. 

Colonel Miine. In 1948, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoext. On my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetxt. Thank you, Colonel Milne. 

Our colleague, Mr. McIntire, is present, and we will be very glad 
to hear from you at this time, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. McInrme. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
certainly want to express my appreciation for the opportunity to sup- 
plement the testimony presented to you in relation to the Lubec Chan- 
“ project. Also, I want to take this opportunity to express the 
appreciation of the citizens of this portion of my district for your 
taking the time to visit this drea in your tour of the east coast seaport 
projects during the congressional recess. 
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Colonel Milne has already discussed much of the detail of this 
project, and I would like to file for the record a statement on the part 
of Mr. A. W. Pike, chairman of the board of selectmen of the town 
of Lubec, Maine; and also a statement which I have prepared to be 
a part of the record of this hearing. 

Mr. AnceLL. Without objection, those may be made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you very kindly. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY HON. CLirrorp G. McIntire, THirp District, MArny 


Mr. Chairman, Lubec, with 3,108 inhabitants, is a small seacoast town located 
on Maine’s rugged eastern shoreline. Born of the sea, it lives by the sea, its 
community existence largely dependent on shipping and fishing. And vitally 
essential to these two industries is a channel that will enable vessels to ply 
their way safely and efficiently. 

Lubee’s channel does not exist to serve that community alone, for sea traffic 
passing through it gives service to Eastport, Calais, and the whole scope of the 
Passamaquoddy Bay area. It is not difficult to discern, then, why populations 
of communities surrounding Lubec have an interest in the channel that is equal 
to that of Lubec’s inhabitants. 

Every year through Lubec Channel passes a steady stream of cargo-laden 
vessels, vessels freighted down with petroleum products, fish, and various other 
commodities. And any cursory examination of freight traffic records will quickly 
shed light on the substantial quantity of freight which, each year, makes its 
way through this passage; will reveal that the trend in freight tonnage is 
upward—in 1947, for instance, vessels passing through this channel carried 
£2,320 tons of freight. 

The sardines that play in the cool waters of the Atlantic have provided Lubec 
with an important industry, the canning industry. For the past 80 years Lubec, 
elong with its sister town Eastport, has performed in the role of a leading 
production center for sardines. When there is a “run” of sardines, small craft 
are to be seen plowing their way through the choppy waters to intercept the 
sardine school. Large nets sweep up the silver treasure from the deeps, and 
soon the sardine-laden craft are making their way back to the shore and the 
packing plant. This operation is a swift one, and in a remarkably short period 
of time, something that existed as a raw product of Nature’s deeps becomes 
transformed into a prime delicacy for any dinner table. 

Although near tragedy stalked the sardine industry in 19538, its history of 
production points up the importance of this enterprise. Since 1874 an average 
of 110 million cans of sardines have been produced each year, and, in 1950, an 
impressive production of 390 million cans was attained. 

The sardine industry is one that creates approximately $20 million for the 
State of Maine each year, and Lubec, in company with its community neighbors, 
makes a substantial contribution to this great wealth. 

The favorable report reflected in House Document 243, 81st Congress, 2d 
session, attests to the need of improvement in Lubec Channel and lends sub- 
stantial support to authorization for this project. Because further improve- 
ment will facilitate the safe and efficient operation of vessels in Lubec’s waters, 
and because, as is stated in House Document 243, further improvement of Lubec 
Channel is advisable and warranted, I respectfully urge this committee to 
authorize the expenditure of $90,000 to carry out the recommendation of this 
report for improvement. 

I wish to express my gratitude for the opportunity afforded me to appear 
before this committee. 
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SELECTMEN’S OFFICE, 
Town of Lubec, Maine, January 30, 1954. 
Hon. CLurroRD G. MCINTIRE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE McINTIRE: We have gathered the following tonnage 
reports from the firms doing business in the area affected by these proposed 
breakwaters for 1951-53 only, because figures covering prior periods are pre- 
sented in the document printed by the 8lst Congress covering this subject: 
1951, 36,962 tons ; 1952, 60,028 tons ; 1953, 45,539 tons, 

These figures cover the waterborne freight; in and out only of establish- 
ments that would be directly affected. 

We feel that the most important results that might come from this construc- 
tion would be the encouragement to expand present operations and establish 
new ones. We have all had the bitter experience of trying to keep a boat along 
this waterfront, and, in most cases, the result has been the abandonment of the 
project through damage or loss. We feel that many small fishing operations 
would be encouraged if there were sufficient shelter so that every puff of wind 
from either the north or south did not endanger boats in this area. 

At present we have knowledge of only one lobsterman fishing out of Lubec 
village and we don’t know of any ground fishermen. It is obvious that one of 
the main reasons over the years is the lack of shelter for small boats that are 
used in this type of fishing. The town has felt this lack of landing facilities 
and shelter for small boats so keenly that we have expended in excess of $10,000 
over the last 3 years to remedy this condition. This has been a decided help 
to us, but, it is lacking in protection from our storm winds, which would be 
supplied by these proposed breakwaters. 

Yours very truly, 
BOARD OF SELECTMEN, 
Town oF LUBEC, 
By A. W. PrKe, Chairman. 

Mr. McIntire. I would just like to submit the statement to em- 
phasize the importance of the fish industry to this area. It is the 
major part of the economy of these communities. There is very little 
in the way of other industry or agriculture that supports these com- 
munities. Sardine fishing, landing ground fish, and lobster fishing 
form the major part of the livelihood of thousands of people, not only 
in this community, but also in the other communities served by the 
harbors along the Maine coast. 

[ would also like to point out that this Lubec Channel serves the 
cities of Calais and Eastport, which are farther up Passamaquoddy 
Bay. The project, as has been pointed out, is largely one of the con- 
struction of jetties to protect the docking of ships, which is extremely 
difficult due to the high tides. 

Those of the committee who may recall the visit may remember 
that we came down from Eastport on a boat down through the Lubec 
’ T 
Channel and then went back up through the channel. You may recall 
at the time we were passing through the channel that the tide was 
running down through the channel with as strong a current as you 
usually see in any northern river. 

So these jetties that have been in here somewhat temporarily as 
far as the old sunken ships were concerned, and the jetty at Gun 
Rock, which should be extended, are very essential in order to protect 
the boats as they are docking. 

I would reemphasize the great importance of the fishing business to 
the citizens in this community. , 

Thank you — kindly. 

Mr. Anceni. We think you for your statement. 
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May I say as one member of this committee who had the oppo: 
tunity to visit that area and see this project, that the committee were 
very favorably impressed with the necessity of the improvements 
recommended. We want to thank you. 

Have you any further witnesses, Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McInriee. No. That is all. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to say that in the State of Washington we 
have many of these fishing towns. In many instances harbor im- 
provements are needed. When you speak of ground fish does that 
mean what we call bottom fish that are converted into fillet of sole 

Mr. McIntire. That is right. And the sardine and herring fish, 
both weir fishing and offshore fishing, contribute most substanti: lly 
to the fish industry here. 

Mr. Mack. When you speak of sardines do you mean the small 
sardine people eat ¢ 

Mr. McIntire. That is right. The small herring. 

Mr. Mack. Not the pilchards? 

Mr. McIntire. No. It is the true sardine of the east coast, and 
similar to that of the Scandinavian Peninsula. 

Mr. Mack. Would this improvement make it easier for the fisher- 
men to get out more quickly to the banks and return more speedily 
to port and thereby save them time and thus tend to improve their 
catch ? 

Mr. McIntire. It will not only save the fishermen’s time but. will 
also provide protection for the fish packing plants in the area. Those 
plants, of course, take their fish directly from the holds of these small 
sardiners and it is necessary that there be considerable stability of the 
boat while the cargo is being transferred, so as to minimize damage 
wherein the fish cargo is concerned. 

Mr. Mack. I know that is true because we have identical conditions 
on the west coast. 

Mr. McIntire. I would like to take exception to the fact since in 
this area the tide is of greater force than it is on the northwest coast, 
thereby aggravating the problem of docking these ships. 

Mr. Mack. I realize that is true. 

Mr. McIntire. We have very high tides. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeti. On my right? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anoretz. Thank you. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Ancett. That concludes the testimony on this project, I believe. 
Without objection, any additional statements on any of these proj- 
ects we are considering which may be submitted at a later date will be 
received for the record, in view of the fact that we are covering a 
large number of projects and we must of necessity proceed with as 

much dispatch as possible. 


Lynn Harror, Mass. 


Mr. Anoeti. The next project is Lynn Harbor, Mass. 
The committee will be glad to hear from you on this project, 
Colonel Milne. 
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Colonel Miuzne. The study on Lynn Harbor is contained in House 
Document No. 568 of the 8ist Congress, 2d session. This study was 
authorized by House Resolution dated March 19, 1946. 

Lynn Harbor is located about 14 miles north of Boston. The city 
of Lynn has a population of about 100,000 and is a manufacturing and 
shipping center for a large area. The Federal project as presently 
authorized for Lynn Harbor constitutes a main channel authorized 
to a depth of 25 feet from deep water in Broad Sound to a turning 
asin at the head of the harbor likewise authorized to a depth of 25 
feet. Then from the Federal project easterly, local interests have 
maintained a channel of 22 feet. Actually the Federal Government 
has dredged the main channel to 22 feet, because authorization for the 
25-foot channel was contingent upon local interests dredging their 
channel to 25 feet. Local interests have dredged their channel to only 
v2 feet. 

The type of ship presently using that channel apparently has not 
required a depth greater than they : are presently maintaining, so that 
the Federal Government has not exercised its authori ity to dredge this 
channel to 25 feet. 

Commerce in Lynn Harbor has varied. In 1950 it was in the neigh 
borhood of 100,000 tons, almost all coal. Local interests have indi- 
cated that great difficulty is experienced in ships going out from this 
turning basin to the munic ipal channel and likewise in ships moving 
from the channel into the turning basin, due to the very narrow en- 
trance conditions. As a matter of fact, when the channel was first 
constructed and the turning basin was first built, thte type of ship 
utilizing Lynn Harbor was a 7,000-ton vessel, 350 to 375 feet long. 
As the ships became larger they went into a 10,000-ton class, and the 
10,000-ton class ship runs around 425 to 430 feet in length. With that 
length of ship it is extremely difficult to negotiate this very narrow 
turn either into or out of the turning basin. 

So local interests asked that the C orps of Engineers study the pos- 

sibility of modifying the present project not only to include and widen 
this turning basin entrance, but also the possibility of the Federal 
Government taking over the municipal channel. 

The Chief of Engineers, after a very careful study of the project, 
has recommended that the channel leading from the turning basin for 

300 feet be widened to permit an easier entrance and exit of ships. 
He does not recommend that the Federal Government take over the 
channel portion now being maintained by local interests. 

He also recommends certain elements of local cooperation, namely, 
that local interests should provide without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights of way, and that they hold and save the 
United States free from damage and make a cash contribution of 
$3,500 toward the cost of construction. 

That $3,500 is computed in this way. Local interests are required 
to maintain the channel portion of the widening to 22 feet. Actually 
they have maintained it at the depth they need, which is 20 to 21 feet. 
We do not feel that in widening the exit out of the turning basin, 
that the Federal Government should be responsible for the municipal 
channel portion of the project. The $3,500 constitutes the amount of 
money it would take local interests to restore this part of the widened 
channel to 22 feet. 
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‘That $3,500 was based on the cost at the time the project document 
was written. ‘Today those estimates are $4,700. 

[ would recommend, if this committee reports this project favorably, 
that language be inserted to the effect that local interests be required 
to pay to the Federal Government a sum of money sufficient to take 
care of the cost of deepening the municipal channel portion of the 
project at the time construction is initiated. It would be somewhere 
above or below $3,500, depending on the cost of dredging at the time 
the work is undertaken. 

Mr. Ancetx. Colonel, if the project is approved by the committee 
will you submit the necessary language to effect that suggested 
change ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

The project has been referred to the Governor of the State of 
Massachusetts, and his comments were favorable. Likewise, the 
comments of the Bureau of the Budget have been favorable. 

At the time the project document was prepared it was estimated 
the cost would be $48,500 Federal and $3,500 non-Federal, for a total 
of Sh2. 0, 

The revised costs based on September 1953 data show a Federal 
cost of $65,000 and non-Federal cost of $4,700, or a total of $69,700. 

The annual charges based on the cost of September 1953 are Federal 
charges of $3,330, and non-Federal charges of $185, making an annual 
charge of $3,515. 

Since this project as recommended by the Corps of Engineers con- 
templates only the widening of the entrance to the basin, there is not 
a true dollar savings computed. In other words, we do not have an 
actual dollar savings computed. It is an intangible type of savings 
in the interest of safety and ease of navigation. So there is not a 
benefit-cost ratio furnished. We feel that the safety of navigation 
justifies work of this type. 

Mr. ANcevv. Are there any questions from my left ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. Any questions from my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoetyi. Thank you, Colonel Milne. 

Our colleague, Congressman Lane from Massachusetts is here, and 
we will hear from him in a moment. First I have a letter here ad- 
dressed to the chairman of our committee, George A. Dondero, by the 
Honorable Leverett Saltonstall, United States Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts, in which he highly recommends the approval of these two 
projects. 

If there is no objection it will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
February 2, 1954. 
Hon. Grorce A, DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I understand that you have under discussion before 
your committee during the next few days certain harbors on the coastline of 
Massachusetts including Lynn Harbor and Scituate Harbor and that at a later 
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date your committee will consider Town River, Quincy, Mass., and Weymouth 
Fore River, Mass. 

Massachusetts is very fortunate in having many small harbors along its 
coastline. The people who live and work in the vicinity of these harbors are 
dependent upon them in many cases for their livelihood as well as on water- 
borne transportation to supply the communities. 

[ sincerely hope that your committee will give very careful consideration to 
increasing the usefulness of these harbors. In many cases I know they have 
silted up and the project depths should if possible be maintained or deepened. 

Many thanks for your consideration, and I would be glad to get any infor- 
mation regarding any of these projects that you believe would be desirable 
ind helpful. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
United States Senator. 


Mr. Anceti. Mr. Lane, we will be very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. LANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Lane. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors, first may I express to you, Mr. Chairman and 
the members of the subcommittee and the staff and counsel my ap- 
preciation for an opportunity to speak here just for a minute this 
morning in reference to this project in which we of Lynn, Mass., are 
vitally ‘interested. 

[ am appearing in support of the proposal to dredge a section of 
the Municipal Channel of Lynn Harbor in the State of “Massachusetts. 

This is a modest project, but it has the habit of being detoured 
into a dusty folder—year after year—which is of no he sp | to modern 
ships that would like to reach Lynn Harbor. 

First as to the cost. 

In 1950, the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, estimated 
that the United States as its share would pay $48,500 for construction, 
plus $500 annually for maintenance. Although that figure may have 
to be revised upward in line with the rise in construction costs since 
then, this request is so small as to be invisible in the appropriations 
to be made for rivers and harbors throughout the Nation. 

As to the need for it, may I point out that Lynn Harbor is just north 
of Boston, and provides access by water to a key industrial region. 
Lynn, with a population close to 100,000, is the manufacturing and 
shopping center for much of northeastern Massachusetts. The L ynn 
Gas & Electric Co., operates an electric powerplant and a gas plant- 
both located on the waterfront. This is the heart of industria power 
that serves a wide area in that section of Massachusetts. The prin- 
cipal traffic in the municipal channel is the movement of coal to pro- 
vide the source of this power. 

This channel must be widened to accommodate colliers of 10,000 ca- 
pacity and 450 feet or more in length, so that economic progress will 
not be stifled. The division engineer recommends in his report that 
the municipal channel be widened from the main channel to the utility 
company’s berth, a distance of 1,750 feet, from 150 to 200 feet, and 
enlarging the flare to the entrance of the channel. At the same time, 
dredging would restore the 22-foot depth in that portion of the mu- 
nicipal channel between the public utility’s wharf and the main chan- 
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nel. This would provide proper and safe navigation for modern 
coastwise vessels of 10,000 tonnage. The original cost for this was 
estimated to be $97,100. The annual cost of channel maintenance was 
set at $1,000 ; and the annual carrying charge, including $150 for main- 
tenance of aids to navigation, comes to $5,350. This improvement 
would result in savings that would be passed on to the-company’s con 
sumers through rate reductions. This is most important to the econ 
omy of Massachusetts, where we do not have a single one of the 156 
hydroelectric projects in the Nation that were built with Federal 
funds. 

That is why I say it is a very modest request coming from our section 
of New England. 

The Board of Engineers and the Chief of Engineers later cut down 
this recommendation to the $48,500 figure for construction, plus $500 
for maintenance. Local interests would contribute $3,500 toward 
construction and would comply with conditions stipulated under 
the project as presently maintained, that is, as of 1949. 

I submit that the cutback of 1949 is unjustified, in view of rising 
costs, and because the original improvement is needed now more than 
ever before because of the growth in the area’s economy. 

Federal interest in the improvement and development, of Lynn 
Harbor is nothing new. The engineers acknowledged the need fo: 
it as far back as 1882. Local interests, the Commonwealth of Massa 
chusetts, and the Lynn Gas & Electric Co. have all spent sizable sums 
for dredging and improvement of the channel, and may be said to have 
done their part to the best of their ability. Only the Federal Gov 
ernment drags its heels. 

Lynn, the home of General Electric, is important to the industrial 
base upon which the United States Army depends for support. I 
therefore urge this committee to approve, without further delay, the 
plan for maximum improvement of Lynn Harbor. 

Mr. Anoeti. We thank you for your statement. Are there any 
questions? Have you any additional witnesses, Congressman ? 

Mr. Lane. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancrti. If there are no additional witnesses and no questions 
we will proceed to the next project. 


Scrrvatt Harpor, Mass. 


Mr. Ancetv. The next project will be the Scituate Harbor, Mass. 

Colonel Milne, will you proceed, please. 

Colonel Miune. The report on Scituate Harbor is contained in 
House Document No. 241 of the 83d Congress, 2d session, and is au- 
thorized by House resolution dated July 20, 1946. 

Scituate Harbor is located about 16 miles south of Boston. It is in 
an area that is predominantly dependent on the tourist trade. Of 
lesser importance, is the fishmg industry in Scituate Harbor. So 
primarily it is recreational and secondly fishing. 

The existing Federal project is a channel 12 feet deep from that 
depth of water in the bay, extending about 1,500 feet in a westerly 
direction, and then an anchorage basin 10 feet deep and averaging 
about 460 feet wide. 

The State of Massachusetts has constructed from the end of the 
Federal project a channel 6 feet deep to the town wharf and also an 
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anchorage basin adjacent to their channel 6 feet deep and 400 feet 
W wide. The present difficulties with the Federal project as well as the 
State project are primarily the insufficient amount of anchorage area 
available for the harboring of both the fishing and the recreational 
fleet. 

Secondly, the insufficient depth and width in the channel from the 
irbor entrance to the town wharf. 

The bulk of the fishing fleet utilizing this harbor are vessels that 
draw from 8 to 10 feet. The two primary difficulties to navigation are 
nsufficient anchorage area and insufficient depth for the fishing fleet 
to the town wharf. 

The local interests requested that the Federal Government extend 
. 12-foot channel from the harbor entrance to the town wharf and 

crease the anchorage basin by an additional area of 400 feet and 
1.500 feet long. They also requested the construction of an inner 
nchorage basin at the head of the existing 6-foot-depth channel. 

After | giving due study to the needs of the area and the economics 
involved, the Chief of Engineers recommended that the project be 
modified to increase the size of the anchorage basin by an area 400 
feet wide by about 1,500 feet long, with a depth overall of 8 feet; 

hat the main harbor channel be widened from 150 feet to 200 feet ; and 
that the State channel be extended and deepened from 6 feet to 10 
feet, and extended to the town wharf: and that an inner anchorage 
basin 400 feet in width and 900 feet long to a depth of 10 feet be 
dredged. 

He also recommended certain items of local cooperation. They are 
these; namely: That the local interests contribute in cash 40 percent 
if the construction costs; that they furnish to the United States all 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way, temporary and permanent, and 
suitable spoil disposal areas for initial work and maintenance, and 
that they hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction work. 

Mr. Aneoriu. That is, the local interests are providing 40 percent 
of the cost, that is unusual, is it not? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. I would like to expand on that in just 
a moment. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers was furnished to the Governor 
of Massachusetts. He concurred generally with it. He made certain 
reference to the fact that local interests were doing some dredging 
in the area and requested that they be given credit for that as part 
of their local contribution. 

The Bureau of the Budget indicated no objection to the submission 
of the report. 

The benefits that would accrue if this project were modified are two- 
fold: Those attributable to the fishing fleet and those attributable 
to the recreational fleet. 

[ would like to consider the fishing fleet first. In Scituate Harbor 
there are really three fishing fleets. They are not based there year 
in and year out, but they fish out of that harbor a certain number 
of months of the year. Those three fleets are the trawler fleet, the 
scallop dragger, and the seiner fleets. All in all they constitute some 
35 to 40 boats. If you consider that they are not there all year long 
and reduce that to the average number of boats there 12 months of the 
year, the figure works out to something in the neighborhood of 16. 
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These 3 fishing fleets all draw in excess of 6 feet, with the result 
that they must wait upon favorable tides to come to the town wharf 
for supplies and to unload their fish catch. This has resulted 
considerable delays that are costly to the fishing fleet. 

Our study indicated that the improvement ‘and deepening of that 
channel would alleviate a great number of these delays and would 
result in substantial benefits to the fishing industry. 

On the recreational side, the 6-foot depth basin is insufficient for 
mooring the rather sizable recreational fleet that has already been 
attracted to the area. The crowded conditions have resulted in some 
damage to the recreational fleet. and the owners of recreational craft 
not being able to get the full benefit from their investments in their 
boats. We feel that the extension of this area to permit a larger 
anchorage basin would permit the owners of existing recreational 
craft to utilize their craft better, and it will also attract a sizable 
increase in recreational craft to the area. 

In computing our benefits we came to the conclusion that approx 
imately OU percent of all the benefits for this project were attributable 
to recreation. It is based on that that we have recommended that 
local interests pay 40 percent of the cost of the project. 

At the time that the survey document was prepared the cost of 
the project was estimated at $340,000 Federal and $223,000 non 
Federal, for a grand total of $557,000. Those costs if revised up to 
November 1953 indicate a Federal cost of $375,000 and a non-Federal 
cost of $250,000, for a grand total of $625,000. 

The annual charges based on the November 1953 cost are $17.500 
Federal and $8,800 non-Federal, for a total of $26,300 as an annual 
charge. 

The benefits based on our November 1953 revision are $83,000, of 
which $53,400 are general benefits, and $30,400 are considered to be 
local benefits. Based on the estimated cost in 1953 with the annual 
charges and benefits estimated for that time, we compute a benefit- 
cost ratio of 3.1 to 1. 

It might be well, Mr. Chairman, to read this into the record. This 
constitutes our reply to the Commonwealth of the State of Massa- 
chusetts : 

I am pleased to receive your comments on this investigation. I note that the 
enclosure with your letter sets forth the fact that the Commonwealth is starting 
a project in Scituate Harbor estimated to cost $62,000, which is considered to 
be within the limits of the proposed Federal project, and that the Common- 
wealth should receive credit for such work in the apportionment of the cost for 
the Federal project. In this connection, it is proper to note that authority now 
available to the Corps of Engineers does not permit any commitment on re- 
imbursement or credit to the Commonwealth for work accomplished on a project 
that may be subsequently authorized by Congress. It may be stated that credit 
for such advance work is a matter to be determined by the Congress at the time 
the project is considered for adoption by that body. It is believed pertinent to 
mention that, in the event a project for Scituate Harbor is authorized by Con- 
gress, any advance work performed will not necessarily affect the priority of 
subsequent construction. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is an extre ict from a letter written by General 
Chorpening to Mr. Orville S. Poland, economic adviser to the Gov- 
ernor, Statehouse, Boston, Mass. 

Mr. AnceLL. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee? 
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Mr. Mack. If these several basins are expanded according to the 
plans of the Army engineers, how many ships will be accommodated ‘ 

Colonel Mune. We estimate if the channel is deepened it will in- 
crease the average number of boats on a year-round basis by five. 
That is the average number. You remember, these boats don’t stay 
there all year round. 

Mr. Mack. What is the total number of boats that these basins can 
accommodate ? 

Colonel Mune. You are talking about the basin itself now? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Colonel Mitne. The present size of the recreational fleet is about 
150. That 150 plus the 400 to 50 fishing vessels has taxed the capacity 
of the existing basin. It is about the maximum that the existing 
basin can accommodate. 

Mr. Mack. If it is expanded according to the plan it can accommo 
date twice that number ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Between 60 and 70 more. It accommodates 190 
vessels, but it is not accommodating them very well. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel. 

We have two telegrams, one from Mr. John M. Bresnahan, Director 
of the Port of Boston Commission, addressed to the chairman of this 
committee, under date of February 2, in favor of this project; and 
another one from John J. Halloran, manager of the Maritime Asso- 
ciation of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, also dated 
February 2, in favor of this project. 

Without objection, those will be included in the record at this point. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows :) 

Boston, Mass., February 2, 1954 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives: 

Understand your committee considering House Document 241, Dredging of 
Scituate Harbor. This project extremely essential. We respectfully urge favor 
able action. 

JOHN J. HALLORAN, 
Manager, Maritime Association of the Greater Boston Chamber of 
Commerce, 


Boston, Mass., February 2, 1954. 
Representative Grorce A. DONDERO, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

Port of Boston Commission urges your committee to approve legislation pending 
for improvements to Scituate Harbor. Scituate, Mass., presence required before 
State legislature. Therefore unable to attend hearing of your committee. Per- 
sonal best wishes to you and your committee. 

JOHN M. BRESNAHAN, 
Director, Port of Boston Commission. 


Mr. AnoE.u. We also have the request of Senator Kennedy, who 
desires to be recorded as being in favor of the project, and he asked 
permission to submit a statement. Without objection, his statement 
when submitted will be received and incorporated in the record. 

(The statement of Senator Kennedy is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN F. KENNEDY 


I appreciate the opportunity to make a brief statement to the subcommittee 
concerning appropriations for the improvement of Scituate Harbor, which is 
located about 13 miles southeast of Boston Harbor. 
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The improvement of Scituate Harbor has been a continuing process and one 
in which the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the town of Scituate have 
invested substantial sums of money during the years. The Federal Government 
approved of the work undertaken by local authorities and contributed approxi- 
mately $180,000 in new work and $7,000 for maintenance in the period August 
1937 to June 30, 1950. Since that time regular use of the harbor has increased 
tremendously, overtaxing the existing facilities. There is now an urgent need 
to improve the harbor to meet the increased demands for its use. Parallel in- 
vestigations and studies by the Corps of Engineers and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and local interests has resulted in a plan to meet these added 
requirements. The improvement plan is in harmony with Federal policies and 
represents an excellent example of effective Federal, State, and local cooperation 
and sharing of responsibilities. 

In addition to the increased usage due to normal expansion of regular harbor 
activities, there has been an important increase in the use of this harbor by 
commercial fishermen because of its nearness to recently opened fishing banks. 
Moreover, the harbor’s facilities are overtaxed by the many vessels which seek 
refuge during storms. 

The plan proposed by the Federal, State, and local governments would greatly 
improve the service of this strategically located harbor, and I would urge this 
subcommittee to recommend appropriations enabling the Federal Government to 
contribute its share of the funds necessary to implement this integrated plan. 
It should be noted that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has already under- 
way a dredging project which is a portion of that plan estimated to cost $62,000. 
In addition, I am advised that work by other local interests is also underway. 
The Corps of Engineers advises that the benefits-to-cost ratio of 2.8 is a very 
favorable ratio and one which should entitle the project to a high priority. 

I hope that the subcommittee will see fit to recommend the funds necessary to 
continue work on this important project. 


Mr. Aneceti. We have with us our colleague, John W. Nicholson, 
who is interested in the project. 
We will be very glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Nicholson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD W. NICHOLSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Nicnotson. Mr. Chairman, I realize we have to go into session 
in a few minutes, but it will not take a few minutes for me to say what 
I have to say. 

Mr. Ancett. We also have two resident witnesses here, Mr. Robert 
Tilden of the board of selectmen, and Mr. Robert B. MacKinnon of 
the Massachusetts Department of Public Works. 

Mr. Nicnorson. Yes, sir. They are here and can answer any ques- 
tions you might ask them. 

The colonel covered the proposition very well, I think, except for 
one thing. That is, this is a harbor of refuge for boats, because that 
square up there indicating the location of Scituate shows that there 
is a sweep all across the Atlantic Ocean and Massachusetts Bay, and 
there is not another place from Boston to the Cape Cod Canal where 
a boat can put in in case of a bad northeaster or southeaster. There- 
fore, that has some bearing on it. 

For a great many years all the dredging that has been done in 
Massachusetts has been done by the State and by the community af- 
fected. The Federal Government has given us practically nothing. 
So far as I am concerned, this is my fourth term and I think we have 
a little project that was inserted by the Senate and otherwise we 
would not have gotten that. I realize we have to get an appropriation 
after you put this in the mill, and I certainly hope that you will. I 
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have 14 projects now awaiting action, and maybe if we need a PWA 
or a WPA we will have the plans ready so that we can step in. 

I represent from that square and above it into Boston Harbor, all 
of that coast line around the Hook of Cape Cod and down around 
through Martha’s Vineyard and the island of Nantucket. We do 
not have too many projects and the ones we have cost in comparison 
with what we have been spending for rivers and harbors just a snap 
of your finger. I would like to impress it on you that we have not 
had anything for a great many years, and this will help out. 

I have 25 telegrams here from the board of selectmen in Norwell 
and the bdand of selectmen at Marshfield, and several other boards 
of selectmen, and some of the newspapers in that district and from 
other civic-minded people. You can see it is more than a Scituate 
yroject. We have already spent in the State and county well over 
half a million dollars, and it is quite a burden on a small town. 

The eee is in favor of it. Asa matter of fact every Governor 
we have had in Massachusetts has always been in favor of helping 
out these cliente that live on the sea. Years ago we had chan- 
nels and even had a channel up in my town of Wareham—a 12-foot 
channel. Now it is all filled in. We used to have three-masted boats, 
coal barges, and so forth, go up there, but they cannot get in there 
any more. 

I hesitate to think what would happen if our railroads just hap 
pened to leave us, and wonder how we would get our coal and other 
fuels. 

I don’t want to take any more of your time, Mr. Chairman. I 
would like to have you hear a word from the chairman of the Board 
of Selectmen of Scituate. I would like to let you know what a select- 
man is. You may not have them out on the west coast. They have 
more authority than a mayor has, and they practically run the town 
after the town meetings tell them what to do. 

Mr. Aneoeti. Thank you. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Mr. 
Nicholson ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGexi. If not, we will be very glad to hear Mr. Tilden. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT TILDEN, SELECTMAN FROM 
SCITUATE, MASS. 


Mr. Titpen. Mr. Chairman, is it permissible to stand here? 

Mr. Anceii. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tixpen. I will be very brief, because I believe it is near the 
recess hour. 

I have attended a good many hearings in our own statehouse, but 
this is the first time I have had the pleasure or honor to attend one 
in Washington, and F shall relate my experiences to the various school 
classes in my own hometown that I speak to once in a while. 

Mr. AnceLL. The committee is ver y glad to hear you. 

Mr. Tripen. I am sorry the Representative from the Pacifie North- 
west has left, because I have a cousin in the lumber business in 
Washington. 
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Mr. Angetu. May I say the reason Mr. Mack from Washington left 
is that he has a matter on call when the House convenes at 12 o’clock, 
and he had to be there for that purpose. 

Mr. Titpen. Thank you. 

As our Congressman stated, we still have selectmen in Massachu- 
setts and other States. I just want to urge the furthering of this 
Scituate Harbor project. One specific reason is that there is not 
room enough to tie up all of the yachts desiring to come in. I really 
feel it is a recreational area, with the exception of what fishing is done, 
as mentioned by the colonel of the C orps of Engineers. If you had a 
yacht and wanted to establish a mooring there, I question if our harbor 
master could accommodate you this summer. He would like to but 
he just doesn’t have the room. 

As Mr. Nicholson stated, our harbor takes care of boats all the way 
up our coast. We had one yacht that requested to come in because 
they were having some trouble. They couldn’t get into any other 
place, but they got into our harbor all right. For that reason I hope 
this project can be pushed along. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Aneetn. If not, Mr. MacKinnon, we will be glad to hear from 
you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT MacKINNON, DISTRICT WATERWAYS 
ENGINEER, MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. MacKinnon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Robert B. MacKinnon. I am district waterways engi- 
neer with the Massachusetts Department of Public Works. With 
your permission may I read a short statement ? 

Mr. Ancett. You may. How long is your statement ? 

Mr. McKinnon. It will take about 2 minutes, sir. 

(The statement of Mr. MacKinnon is as follows:) 


MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
DIVISION OF WATERWAYS, 
Boston, Mass., February 2, 1954. 
Reference: Scituate, Mass., proposed Federal project for the improvement of 
Scituate Harbor. 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. ( 


Dear Str: My department believes that the proposed Scituate Harbor im- 
provement work is highly essential and will result in both general and local 
benefits through increased use of the harbor for refuge and the stimulation of 
tishing and boating industries in this locality. 

The recreational and fishing boats now using Scituate Harbor have increased 
in number and size to the extent that the existing harbor channels and mooring 
basins are no longer adequate in size and depth, resulting in overcrowding. 
Additional boats seeking to base in the harbor cannot be accommodated. Lack 
of sufficient depth in harbor channels prohibits full utilization of the wharves 
and restricts use of the harbor. 

Authorization for State participation in this proposed Federal project has 
been provided by State legislation subject to appropriation. In the recent past 
this State body has never failed to provide the required contributory local funds 
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for this type of work and I believe this policy would be continued in the case 
of the improvement of Scituate Harbor. 

Some idea as to the importance which the State, county, and town attach 
to the continued development of this harbor may best be shown by an examina 
tion of Government funds which have been spent in the past on this project 
Following are said expenditures: 


Federal 
880 to 1938 (construction and maintenance 
1938 to 1950 (construction and maintenance) 


Total 


State, county, and town 


State County 


1912-36 (dredging $177, 000 
1916-46 (shore protection, jetty) 48, 000 
1940 (town wharf) 
953 (dredging) -- 
954 (dredging 


378, 000 
72, 000 
Total. 675, 000 809, 000 


Grand total 


I wish to record the Massachusetts Department of Public Works as being 
highly in favor of this project. 
I thank the committee for its consideration and will be pleased to answer any 
questions within my knowledge pertaining to this matter. 
Rospert B. MACKINNON, 
Engineer, Division of Waterways 


Mr. Ancetx. Thank you, sir, and thank you, Mr. Nicholson. We 


were very happy to have you gentlemen with us. 
If there is nothing further, the committee will stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, until 1:30 p. m. 
of the following day, Wednesday, February 3, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1954 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Rivers aNnp Harpors, 
Washington, D. ¢, 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 1:30 p. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ancetxi. The committee will come to order, please. 

We have some matters pending on the floor, so that a number of 
our members will be required to stay there. In view of the fact that 
we have some witnesses from outside we will continue the hearings 
until there is a demand for a rolleall, and then all members who are 
present will have to leave. 


Parcnocurt River, Conn. 


Mr. Ancetx. The first project we have listed for today is the 
Patchogue River in Connecticut. Our colleague, Horace Seely-Brown, 
Jr., is here and I will ask him to speak first because he will have to 
leave and go to the floor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HORACE SEELY-BROWN, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Srevy-Brown. Mr. Chairman, thank you for your courtesy in 
permitting me to appear before your subcommittee in connection with 
the report of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, on a pre- 
liminary examination and survey of the Patchogue River, Conn., as 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act apres on July 24, 1946. 
This report 1s listed as House Document 164, 83d Congress. 

I believe the improvement of the Patchogue River is warranted 
in order to provide for navigation of the river at all stages of the tide, 
to provide anchorage for the existing and anticipated increased local 
fishing and recreational fleets, and to supplement the harbor of refuge 
at Duck Island by providing refuge ie small boats in north and 
northeast storms. 

It is my understanding that the engineers have estimated that the 
improvement, comprising the aunitisal anchorage, and maneuvering 
area and jetty, may be constructed at an estimated cost of $200,000, 
plus $5,000 of additional money for aids to navigation. In this con- 
nection, may I add the ratio of 2.4 to 1 for evaluated benefits to 
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unnual carrying charges indicates that by all previous standards 
agreed to by the Army engineers and by this committee the project 
s amply justified. 

May I also add, Mr. Chairman, that I am advised that the local 
community is prepared to make a cash contribution of 40 percent 
of the initial cost of construction. I am sure these pertinent facts 
are of importance to your subcommittee in its careful consideration 
of this request. 

I have with me this afternoon three witnesses, Maj. John A. Hol- 
brook, State Representative Benjamine Schlossbach, and Mr. Mark 
Hagle, who wish to make statements in behalf of this project. Also 
present and ready to answer any questions the committee may desire 
to ask are First Selectman John A. Heissler and Third Selectman 
Vaughn Renninger of the town of Westbrook. 

As citizens of the town of Westbrook, Conn. they are well qualified 
to give you facts and figures regarding the detailed and varied bene- 
fits to be dervied from this project. I am sure that at the completion 
of their brief statements they will be pleased to answer any specific 
questions you may have. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, may I again state that I personally 
wholeheartedly endorse the recommendations as submitted by the 
Army engineers in House Document 164 and hope that this committee 
in its widom will deem it advisable and proper to include the 
Patchogue River project in an authorization bill for the approval 
of the Congress. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy in allowing me to 
appear before your subcommittee. 

May I suggest, sir, that the other witnesses are ready to make their 
formal statements and to answer any questions that you may have. 
I know that all of us are concerned with the activities both here and on 
the floor. So with your permission I would like to request that they 
be allowed to testify. 

Mr. Anoett. May Task my colleague, will their testimony be short ? 

Mr. Sre.y-Brown. Their testimony is brief and to the point, and 
copies of it have been made available for the committee. 

Mr. Anee.u. Ordinarly the procedure of the committee is that we 
hear from the Army engineers first. But I think in this instance you 
may call these additional witnesses, with the understanding that 
their testimony is to be short. 

Mr. Srevy-Brown. Yes; it is short. Thank you very much. 

The first witness is State Representative Benjamin Schlossbach. 

Mr. Anceti. I may say any additional written statements they de- 
sire to file in extension of their verbal statements may be filed. 

Mr. Srerety-Brown. Thank you very much, and I am sure their 
statements will be brief. 

Mr. Ancreii. Will you state your name for the record, please? 


STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN M. SCHLOSSBACH, STATE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, TOWN OF WESTBROOK, CONN. 


Mr. Scunosspacu. Mr. Chairman, my name is Benjamin M. Schloss- 
bach, State representative of the town of Westbrook, Conn. 

In that capacity, Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in favor of this 
development in House Document No. 164, which has been approved 
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it a town meeting and no opposition has been noted. We have ob 
tained releases from landowners of adjoining property for the place- 
ment of the spoil resulting from the dredging. 

As has been stated, the Army engineers at a hearing in 1946 have 
ipproved and strongly recommended this project. I would like to 
speak of the public necessity and Federal necessity of this — vlar 
project. We all know of the severe storms that have taken place 
through the years, in 1938, 1944, 1950, 1952, and 1953, all of which 
have resulted in a tremendous loss of shipping, and in some cases per- 
sonal lives. This project in my opinion would certainly aid in the 
respect that shipping coastwise, commercial and pleasure, would find 
. perfect and natural refuge. 

This particular Duck Island-Patchogue River situation is idealls 
located, it being perhaps the only safe refuge between New Haven and 
New London. It is a natural refuge. 

The amount involved taken from the entire picture would be in 
finitesimal as far as the cost of it is concerned in comparison with 
the savings that would flow from it. 

These storms have repeated themselves, and I think the possibility 
of their continuing is present. I certainly can very strongly suggest 
that this development will not only benefit the locality of W estbrook, 
but is a national necessity for the entire southern shore of the State 
of Connecticut, and I strongly urge its development. 

Mr. Anoeit. Thank you for your statement. 

The other members of the committee will have an opportunity when 
the transcript is ready, to review all of this testimony. 

Mr. Seely-Brown, your next witness, please. 

Mr. Sreiy-Brown. The next witness, Mr. Chairman, will be Mr. 
Hagle. 

Mr. ANGELL. State your full name, please, for the record, Mr. 
Hagle. 


STATEMENT OF MARK L. HAGLE, WESTBROOK, CONN. 
Mr. Haare. Yes, sir. I am Mark Hagle of Westbrook, Conn. I 


am a developer of shore property for the people who want a second 
home at the shore, but at this particular time I would like to digress 
a little bit away from that and say we will forget all about the bene- 
fits of Westbrook and the benefits to John Doe or to Mark Hagle. 
I would like to stress the benefits to our national economy because it 
is based on the automobile and based on construction. 

If the Patchogue River is dredged one of my developments will be 
able to be completed, which will mean not $1 million, but several 
million dollars in construction. The Chief of the Army Engineers 
calls it a $7 million project. In the last few years we have purchased 
this land here and also Menunketesuck Island, which we propose to 
close up from here to here. We already have the base and the seawall 
in this part of it here, and have one of the canals half done, and have 
a lot of the reclamation land already filled in here. 

Now, the project when completed will look like this. This basin 
has already been dug 35 feet*deep, because we used the fill to make 
another subdivision here about a mile and a half away and on which 
within a period of 18 months we have built 70 homes and sold 130 
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lots. So we have a need for the area to be developed and to funnel 
the people into the richest industrial area in the country—the Con- 
necticut Valley—and have them come down and build these homes 
here. 

I would like to say we will have an opportunity to build about 350 
homes there. We have already proven that the people will come down 
because in the last 18 months they bought several hundred thousand 
dollars worth of homes and lots. We have the need because the people 
have no other way of spending their surplus money. In other words, 
they want that second home at the shore. 

I would like to say from a benefit-cost-ratio basis, $100,000 spent 
here will return millions now dormant in the form of building new 
homes, hotels, motels, and boats, and many other enterprises for leisure 
and pleasure for the wealthy, who now have no other way of putting 
their idle millions into circulation. 

I feel that a new and concerted effort should be made to develop 
the recreational areas of our country for our people to enjoy the fruits 
of their labor and leisures. Our administration will need every plus 
million in extra construction and building it can get in the next 5 years. 
Dredging the Patchogue River will put some of these idle millions, 
without question, as we have proved, into circulation. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Ancert. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Mr. Seely-Brown, will you call your next witness, please ¢ 

Mr. Srety-Brown. The next witness is Maj. John A. Holbrook. 

Mr. Anceix. Mr. Holbrook, the committee will be glad to hear you. 
You are Maj. John A. Hobrook? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. JOHN A. HOLBROOK, WESTBROOK, CONN. 


Major Horsroox. That is right, of Westbrook, Conn. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I cannot claim to 
have any particular personal interest. However, I am interested very 
vitally in Connecticut and more particularly in Middlesex County. 

The historical background of Middlesex County has been that it 
has been the seat and the place of organization of many, many special- 
ized industries, especially in the machine-tool line. Many of those 
have gone into other places, but their place has been taken by other 
specialized industries. These industries were originally fed as a means 
of transportation by the Connecticut River, by the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Railroad operating between New York and Boston, 
and by the Valley Road operating between Saybrook and Hartford. 

Times have changed just a little bit. Shipping has been discour- 
aged for many years, as you know. The activities of the railroad 
have been to put things on wheels and railroads and so forth. That 
has not proven too satisfactory. The Valley Railroad practically 
ceased to exist as a service road. Shipping on the Connecticut River is 
at a very low ebb. The New York, New Haven, and Hartford Rail- 
road, because of its overall rates, has compelled the coal, for instance, 
that goes north, to be transferred, unloaded in Westbrook in hoppers, 
and placed in trucks and then delivered from there north. That is also 
true of fuel oil. 
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Alongside of the same coal hoppers are the bulk stations for fuel 
oil. It comes in by train and is transferred into the tanks, and from 
there goes north again by truck. 

The highway department has had to recognize this in that they 
have had to purchase a 300-foot right-of-way, and no doubt you are 
familiar with it, which makes a parkway system with a bridge over 
the Connecticut River and from there on into Boston. This road 
will be an express highway and is built primarily to take care of that 
traffic which is so badly congesting the small towns, especially the 
heavy type of freight-hauling trucks. 

Mr. Ancey. I may say on the committee was in that area last 
summer we had an opportunity to view that project, and it seems to 
be an exceptionally good one. 

Major Horsroox. That is part of the background, I believe, and it 

reated a desire for this particular kind of a project in which we will 
be able to haul the coal and fuel oil by water. 

On the other side we have what they call Duck Island Roads, and 
we have what is called Duck Island Harbor. That is all right. It 
does not show and I wish it did. It is up on the top where it is too 
small for you to see from any distance. 

This harbor used to be pretty well filled up with tugboats and barges 
coming in with coal, and everything under the sun. That harbor 
now is silted up so badly that on good authority the Blue Line, for 
instance, which is our largest hauler, is afraid to use it, because of the 
shallow water. If they use it during storms they are afraid they will 
hit bottom. 

This project in my opinion is more or less coupled with the improve- 
ment of Duck Island Harbor, which I suppose the United States 
Government expects to dredge out anyway. I should think they 
would have to, because there it is with rather expensive breakwaters, 
and so forth, and the facilities are there and the Sees is practically 
unusable now because of shallow water. 

There is another angle here which interests me. At one time, at 
the time of Pearl Harbor, I was the commanding officer of the State 
guard in this area. I commanded a battalion. Knowing that the 
Connecticut River bridges, both the highway bridge and the railroad 
bridge, are extremely vulnerable and the river is wide and the bridges 
are quite high and that anybody who could pull a quick attack there 
just. could not miss those bridges, with no interference, so therefore 
we had to maintain two companies of infantry, one on each side of 
the Connecticut River, for quite a while, until the danger of any 
kind of sneak attack on our home line was removed. That meant 
this: The river was frozen over. It was not passable. In spite of 
the fact that you may think the river does not freeze over, it does 
freeze over and it rather hampers the flow of traffic. 

We had no other place in which we could get a Coast meee boat 
safely in and out, short of New London, you might say, or New 
Haven, one town being roughly 20 miles to the eastw: ard and the other 
25 miles to the westward. ‘ 

So from my point of view and from the experiences I have had with 
several bad hurricanes in which it was utterly impossible to launch 
a rescue boat from the shore, I would say that this is necessary. The 
State police maintain a rescue boat service, but in a bad storm the boat 


39263—54—vvol. 1 -11 





148 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


they have, which is an outboard motorboat, is very difficult to get into 
the water. If you can get it into the water it is just going to be luck, 
absolutely. 

We absolutely need a harbor of refuge, where the Coast Guard boat 
would be able to put their equipment aboard and make their exit 
from some inshore point out into the water. I can assure you that 
in a time of a hurricane or an extremely bad storm we do have plenty 
of trouble in that particular area. You probably know that we have 
suffered a great deal of damage along the shore from storms. We 
have lost quite a few people, as a matter of fact, who have been 
drowned and killed, and so forth, either on the beach or offshore. 

Those are points I wish to make. In the little map at the top you 
will notice in a square is the location of this project. Rovghly it is 
half-way across the State of Connecticut on the shoreline. ‘The State, 
recognizing that this is a critical point, is letting a contract for-a new 
armory, which never existed before in this locality and which will 
roughly cost around $260,000, of which the town has already spent 
$10,000 to make it a success. The contract will be let in March and 
the town now is for $1 a year providing them with a wooden, bar- 
racks, which is very unsatisfactory, in order to maintain in this area 
sufficient security troops. 

That is an important factor. If the State and the United States 
Government did not consider that this area was from a defense stand- 
point critical then they would not maintain a company there in the 
barrac as a they would not go to the extent of building this armory 
either. So I throw that in as being a reason why this area is so 
critical. 

You may perhaps hear some remarks made or may think that the 
Connecticut River, for instance, is capable of taking care of the situa- 
tion. A fishing boat, you remember, is not the wieldly kind of a craft, 
because it is made for heavy weather and to catch fish. Fishermen 
eee almost lay offshore and take their chance of riding out a storm 
before they would try to go into the Connecticut River. That river 
is all right in calm weather and in good weather, but in that kind of 
good weather you do not have to ‘have a harbor of refuge either. 
However, in a bad storm you do have trouble getting into the mouth 
of the Connecticut River. A stranger, I venture to § say, would have 
quite a job finding the mouth of the Connecticut River. He could 
see it a mile and a half perhaps, but would have a lot of trouble get- 
ting in there, and many people get killed doing that. Pr actically 
every year somebody does get killed trying to get in there with a 
boat. ‘It does not jend itself to convenient shipping. That’s for 
sure. 

That is about all I have to say unless later you wish to ask some 
questions. 

Mr. Ancetit. Thank you, Major. 

Major Horsroox. I think I have covered the ground. 

Mr. Anorrx. Are there any questions from members of the 
committee ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Ancrti. I may say I announced heretofore that there is a 
debate proceeding on the floor which may require the Members to be 
there very quickly. For that reason we are attempting to move as 
quickly as possible. 
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Mr. Seely-Brown, do you have any other witnesses ? 

Mr. Srety-Brown. No, sir. Unless you care to ask some questions. 
We have three witnesses and the first and third selectmen of the town 
of Westbrook are here, if the committee would care to ask any questions 
about the project. 

Mr. Ancext. I think then at this time we will hear from Colonel 
Milne, who will explain the project from the standpoint of the Army 
engineers, 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mitne. The report on the Patchogue River is contained 
in House Document No. 164 of the 83d Congress, first session, and 
was prepared in compliance with an item in the River and Harbor 
{ct approved on July 24, 1946. 

The Patchogue River is located in the State of Connecticut about 
7 miles west of the mouth of the Connecticut River. The area bound- 
ing the Patchogue River is primarily recreational ; fishing is a second- 
ary occupation in the area. 

Mr. Anceiti. Will you point it out again on the map, please ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is the Patchogue River’ right here, with New 
London to the east and New Haven to the west. 

Mr. AnceLL. How large a river is it? What basin does it drain ? 

Colonel Miine. It is a tidal stream about 3 miles long and runs 
into Duck Island Roads. 

Mr. Ance.i. How wide is it? 

Colonel Mine. The river at its widest part near the mouth is about 
300 feet wide. 

There is no existing Federal project. for the Patchogue River. 

The vessel traffic on the river, with the exception of recreational 
traffic is fishing boats. In the last year for which I have a record, 
some 250 tons or 500,000 pounds of fish, and 20,000 pounds of lobsters 
were handled in the vicinity of Westbrook. 

Difficulties to navigation are largely due to the very shallow depth 
on the bar across the mouth of the Patchogue River. The controlling 
depth is only about 1 foot at low tide. Because of the shallow depth, 
fishing and recreational craft must wait for the tide to get in and 
out of the river. Two deaths due to drowning occurred in 1945 
when a fishing boat attempted to enter the river in a storm, and 
foundered in the entrance. 

Local interests desire to have the river improved by the dredging 
of a 14-foot-deep and 100-foot-wide channel from Duck Island Roads 
to the crossing of United States Highway 1. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the request of local inter- 
ests and has come to the conclusion that a 14-foot channel is not justified 
on the basis of existing and prospective commerce. But he finds that 
a channel 8 feet deep and 75 feet wide from Duck Island Roads to 
the crossing of Highway No. 1 is justified. 

Mr. An@etL. What distance would that be? 

Colonel Murne. From the 9-foot depth in Duck Island Roads to 
Highway No. 1 is about 1 mile. 

In addition, the Chief of Engineers has recommended a break- 
water some 600 feet long at this point on the west side of the mouth 
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to control the littoral drift, which is from west to east, and thereby 
reduce the total maintenance costs. 

The Governor of Connecticut concurs in the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget, with certain 
exceptions, has indicated that the report is acceptable. 

In the original document the cost was estimated to be $120,000 
Federal; and $80,000 non-Federal ; or a total of $200,000. 

Revisions in September 1953 show a Federal cost of $135,000, and 
a non-Federal cost of $91,000. The annual charges, based on the 
1953 revised costs, are $10,980 Federal and $3,190 non-Federal, total 
of $14,170. 

The benefits as revised to September 1953 show general benefits 
of $28,705 and local benefits of $8,525, a total of $37,230, giving a 
benefit-cost ratio of 2.6 to 1. 

I would like to explain very briefly those benefits. A channel 
% feet deep would eliminate the delays that the present fishing fleet 
now experiences in the Patchogue River. There would also be an 
increase in the number of vessels that would use the river as a base 
for their fishing activities. These opertaors would receive the com 
mercial benefits that would result from the improvement. 

In addition, there would be a very sizable benefit to the recreational 
fleet, which now includes about 30 vessels. We feel that there would 
be an increase in the recreational fleet. Due to the recreational and 
other local benefits in this project, the Chief of Engineers has recom- 
mended that local interests pay 40 percent of the cost of the project. 
In addition to that requirement of local cooperation, we have recom 
mended that local interests furnish the necessary lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way and that they hold and save the Federal Govern- 
ment free from damages. 

Mr. Anceti. May I ask, are the local members ready to make that 
contribution of 40 percent? 

Colonel Miine. The indications are that they would be, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. The Corps of Army Engineers recommended the 
pre ject ¢ 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aneetx. Are there any questions by members of the committee / 

Mr. Oaxman. I would like to inquire as to the nearest harbors of 
refuge to the east and to the west. 

Colonel Mitne. Except for Duck Island Harbor, which is to the 
south, New Haven would probably be the nearest harbor that would 
provide a suitable refuge for small boats to the west. 

Mr. Oakman. Approximately how many miles would that be? 

Colonel Miinz. New Haven is 25 miles to the west, and New London 
is 20 miles to the east. 

Mr. Oaxman. So there is a very important matter of life concerned, 
as you pointed out there, for small boats and pleasure craft and fishing 
boats, in the case of any storm arising? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. It is a type of benefit that is not 
susceptible to a dollar analysis. 

Mr. Oaxman. It looks like there is no possible way of evaluating 
that type of thing, and yet it is very important. 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. And we recognize it as a true benefit. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Aneeitit. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. You spoke of the jetty being desirable from the stand- 
point of alleviating the drift and cutting down maintenance costs 
Do you mean by that if the drift occurs the channel would tend to 
fill up ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. In this particular area the predominant littoral 
drift is toward the east. From our experience we know, if we dus 
the channel here without the provision of a jetty, the littoral drif 
would rapidly clog the channel and it would shoal to a one-foot clear- 
ance again. Soa jetty would reduce the maintenance cost and keep 
the channel open. 

Mr. Mack. How many fishing boats are using this part ? 

Colonel Mitne. Sixteen at the present. time. 

Mr. Mack. What is the type of fishing carried on there? 

Colonel Miine. 20,000 pounds of lobster and 250 tons of fish, but 
I do not have a breakdown of the kinds of fish. 

Mr. Haat. I think I can give you that information. I am very 
close to this project. The fish consists mostly of a small type and 
variety of fish, such as bluefish, blackfish and bass, weakfish and 
flounder, in great abundance right there. 

Mr. Mack. Do you have shore facilities there for processing the fish 
catches ? 

Mr. Hacie. We do not have right now, but they have always been 
able to dispose of them. The truc cks come from New Haven and New 
London to pick up fish and lobsters just as fast as they are brought in. 
But I would like to make one comment on the refuge. 

Chapman, who was considered probably one of the best as far as 
small boat handling is concerned, considers Duck Island anchorage 
the finest one between New York and Boston. If we put in Duck 
Island as an anchorage—and I live in front of it and I have seen as 
many as 200 small boats out there at one time—the boats at the present 
time cannot get into the Patchogue River. They have been stranded 
there many times for 2 or 3 days without food. I would not even 
attempt to get into Saybrook Harbor because you have only 300 feet 
there and there are treacherous currents and tides. Any time you have 
even a gentle wind it is almost impossible to get in with a small boat. 
There is no other place to get into up to New Haven. We would have 
a 2,000-foot entrance between the point of Menunketesuck and Duck 
Island itself. From there on in if the project is completed I myself 
will close up the gap between Menunketesuck Island and the main- 
land, which will cab a 2,000-foot funnel that is relatively quiet, so 
that any rowboat can get in there in any type of storm, unless it were 
a hurricane. But any ordinary boat or small craft could get in there 
even in a storm, because the water would be relatively quiet there. 

They cannot get into Clinton Harbor now. It is impossible. I 
might say the fishermen in the whole area are waiting and have been 
over there many times to find out if they can buy land there so that 
they can come over and fish from the other harbors, because it is 
absolutely quiet there. We dug a basin there. For 1 year lacking 1 
day we had a dredge in there dredging the boat basin, which is within 
2 minutes of Duck Island ancliorage, and any craft could get in here 
and get out of the storm. There is absolutely no motion in that basin 
at any time, and yet it is within 200 feet of the mouth of the river. 




































152 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Mr. Mack. Are there any Federal facilities there such as lifesaving 
or Coast Guard stations ? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. On the 60-40 basis what is the Federal Government’s 
share? 

Colonel Mine. It was estimated in 1953 at $135,000. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnceLi. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Seely-Brown, have you any further witnesses? 

Mr. Sree.y-Brown. No, sir. I am very grateful to you for allowing 
us to appear before the committee. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, gentlemen, for appearing. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. May we have these statements and documents 
incorporated in the record ? 

Mr. Ancett. Without objection, they may be made a part of the 
record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


DUCK ISLAND ROADS AND PATCHOGUE RIVER IMPROVEMENT 
DocuMENT No. 164 
House Committee on Public Works, February 3, 1954 
TOWN OF WESTBROOK, CONN. 


Desired improvements involving Duck Island roads and entrances to Patchogue 
River, Westbrook, Conn., as outlined in document 164, 83d Congress, 1st session, 
House of Representatives. 

Summary of documents, papers, maps, etc., attached. 

1. One copy only of document 164, 

2. List of witnesses appearing before the House Committee on Public Works 
February 3, 1954: 

(a) Mark L. Hagle, real estate developer, North Shore, Long Island Sound. 

(6) John A. Heissler, first selectman, town of Westbrook. 

(c) Vaughn Renninger, third selectman, town of Westbrook. 

(d) Benjamin M. Schlossbach, representative in general assembly. 

(e) John A. Holbrook, former first selectman, town of Westbrook. 

8. Letters of endorsement from— 

(a) John G. Holbrook & Son, marine contractors based in this area. 

(b) Letter from selectmen’s office certifying that adjoining property owners 
have agreed to permit placement of spoil. 

(c) Letter from the War Department, Office of Chief of Engineers, concerning 
Duck Island Harbor and improvements to Patchogue River. 

(d) Letter from State board.of mosquito control concerning elimination of 
expense. 

(e) Copy of statistical data submitted to the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, Office of the Division Engineer. New Bngland Division, 857 
Commonwealth Avenue, Boston, Mass. 

(f) Letter from the State of Connecticut Development Commission signifying 
approval. 

(g) Letter of approval from John Lodge, Governor, State of Connecticut, is 
contained in Document 164. 

(A) Letter from Lewis A. Pick, lieutenant general, Chief of Engineers, ex- 
pressing approval contained in document 164. 

(i) Map prepared by Corps of Engineers enclosed in document 164. 

(j) Publicity flyer published by Mark L. Hagle showing prospectus of area. 

(kK) Letter from Hon. Benjamin M. Schlossbach, representative in general 
assembly. 

(1) (2) Letters from board of selectmen, town of Westbrook, Conn. 
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(m) Letter from Maj. John A. Holbrook, former first selectman, town of 
Westbrook. 

(n) Certificate from town clerk’s office concerning availability of town funds 
as requested by the Department of Engineers. 

(o) Letter from Mark L. Hagle interested in shore development. 

(p) Letter from Ernest Stannard, fisherman. 

(q) Letter from Russell Marston, boat builder. 





WESTBROOK, CONN., January 30, 1954. 
House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We are very much interested in the completion of the dredging 
and incidental work in the Patchogue River in the town of Westbrook, Conn. 

We are marine contractors, owning a fleet of various types of floating equip- 
ment, doing business in this area and are very anxious to set up a base on land 
we own bordering on the above-mentioned river, as our home office is located 
in the town of Westbrook. We are constantly bothered to protect our equip- 
ment in case of bad weather as there is no suitable place to run for cover along 
this section of the coast. 

It is our intention, provided sufficient depth of water is made available, to 
improve our waterfront to take care of our needs for the berthing and handling 
of our equipment. 

We sincerely hope that you will approve of this improvement. 

Very truly yours, 
JouHn G. Horsroox & Son, INc., 
CHAPMAN Hosroox, President. 


TOWN OF WESTBROOK, 
SELECTMEN’s OFFICE, 
Middlesex County, Conn., February 1, 1954. 
House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: In regard to the area for the placement of the spoil when dredging 
the Patchogue River, the selectmen’s office has written permission from each 
of the property owners that they will permit the town to use their land along 
the river at no charge to the town or the United States Government. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN A. HEISSLER, 
First Selectman. 


War DepaRTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1947. 
Hon. Horace SEELY-Brown, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. See_y-Brown: Reference is made to your letter of April 23, 1947, 
and its accompanying enclosure from Mr. John A. Heissler, first selectman of 
the town of Westbrook, Conn., in which he suggests that the proposed improve- 
ment of Patchogue River, Conn., be accomplished concurrently with any main- 
tenance work contemplated at Duck Island Harbor, Conn., at this time. You 
ask to be advised thereon. 

The existing Federal project for Duck Island Harbor provides for the con- 
struction of a riprap breakwater extending north from Duck Island, one extend- 
ing west from Duck Island, and one extending south from Stone Island, and for 
dredging to a depth of 16 feet at mean low water a portion of the protected area 
hack of the breakwaters at Duck Island. The existing project was completed 
in 1917 and has been maintained as required to meet the reasonable needs of 
navigation. 2 

The need for some maintenance work in Duck Island Harbor is recognized 
and I am pleased to advise you that the Corps of Engineers is contemplating 
maintenance work at this locality during the next fiscal year provided the normal 






















































154 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


amount of maintenance funds for rivers and harbors is appropriated by Congress 
for that fiscal year. 

The improvement of Patchogue River is receiving consideration in response to 
an item contained in section 7 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 24, 
1946, which authorized a preliminary examination and survey of Patchogue 
River. In connection with the field studies a public hearing was held on Novem- 
ber 6, 1946, at Westbrook, Conn., to accord all interested parties full opportunity 
to present their views and desires regarding the improvements advocated. The 
preliminary examination of the reporting officers is favorable to a detailed inves- 
tigation of the improvements desired and on March 24, 1947, Brig. Gen. Raymond 
G. Moses, division engineer of the North Atlantic Division, was assigned the 
preparation of a survey report. After careful consideration of the proposed 
project and the views of local interest the report of the division engineer will be 
submitted to this office at the earliest practicable date. Upon its receipt the 
report will be referred to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors as 
required by law prior to its submission to Congress with recommendations. 

As you know, all improvements as well as investigations in the interest of 
navigation and related purposes are carried out in accordance with the specific 
authority of Congress. In this connection it may be stated that any improvement 
of Patchogue River that might be recommended as a result of the investigation 
of that waterway now underway could not be undertaken until the work is 
authorized by Congress and the necessary construction funds therefor are sub- 
sequently appropriated. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. A. WHEELER, 
Lieutenant General, Chief of Engineers. 





STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
STATE BoaRp or Mosquito CONTROL, 
May 26, 1947. 
Mr. Joun A. HEISSLER, 
First Selectman, 
Town of Westbrook, Conn. 

Dear Mr. Hetsster: This is in reply to your letter of May 21. 

The State board of mosquito control approves of any project that will fill 
salt marshes. Such filling, if properly done, not only controls mosquito breed- 
ing, but eliminates forever the cost of maintaining ditches and other mosquito- 
control operations. 

The filling in of salt marshes should increase the assets of a town for several 
reasons: 

1. It would provide land on which summer cottages could be built. 
2. It would provide landing places for small airplanes. 

83. Playing fields are easily developed on such level areas. 

4. The mosquito nuisance is automatically abated. 

Of course, there are some marshes which the fish and fame department has 
reasons for keeping flooded. However, there are many others in which they 
are not interested, and these we believe, should be considered for filing. 

Your very truly, 
Wru1aAM L. State, Chairman. 


STATISTICAL DATA, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION 


1. Name of waterway and description 


Patchogue River, located near the western part of the town of Westbrook, 
enters into the Long Island Sound at Duck Island. 


2. Interested officials 
Local officials: Board of selectmen, board of finance, and other town officials. 


38. Commercial establishments 


(1) Names: 
(a) Westbrook Boat Works. 
(¥) Stannards Fish Market and Boat Yard. 
(c) Saunders Fish Market. 
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(d) Albert Jensen & Sons Dredging Co. 
(e) Mark L. Hagle, docks and warehouses. 
(f) Pilots Point Boat Basin. 
(g) John G. Holbrook & Son, marine contractors. 
(2) Presently doing business (Yes or No): All the above-mentioned, Yes. 
(3) Nature of business: 
(a) Westbrook Boat Works: Boat building, repairing, and storing. 
(b) Stannards Fish Market and Boat Yard: Commercial fisherman 
(wholesale and retail of fish) ; repairing and storing boats. 
(c) Saunders Fish Market: Commercial fisherman (wholesale and retail 
of fish) ; docking facilities. 
(d) Albert Jensen & Sons Dredging Co.: Hydraulic dredging. 
(e) Mark L. Hagle, docks and warehouses: Docking pleasure and com- 
mercial craft. 
(f) Pilots Point Boat Basin: Docking pleasure and commercial craft. 
(g) John G. Holbrook & Son, marine contractors: All kinds of dock 
work and bucket dredging. 
(4) Commodity received or shipped: Fish markets—lobster and fish. 
(5) Volume of commerce: Questionable. 
(6) Number of ships per month or year: Approximately 150 boats (commercial 
and pleasure). 
(7) Ship dimensions, particularly draft: Range from 20 feet to 30 feet long 
and draft is 3 feet to 4% feet. 


4. Fishing industry 


(1) Number of boats in home fleet : About 8 boats. 

(2) Name of number, age and value: 

(a) Ernest Stannard, assessed value, $400. 
(b) Elbert Stevens, assessed value, $900. 
(c) Hlliot A. Spencer, assessed value, $500. 
(d) William F. Kelsey, assessed value, $300. 
(e) Russell Marston, assessed value, $500. 
(f) Seth Wetmore, assessed value, $350. 

(g) Morris Saunders, assessed value, $400. 
(h) Alfred Saunders, assessed value, $400. 

(3) Name and location of dock receiving fish : 

(a) Westbrook town dock, 2,000 feet inland from mouth of Patchogue 
River. 

(b) Stannard dock, 2,025 feet inland from mouth of Patchogue. 

(c) Kelsey’s dock, 3,400 feet from month of Patchogue River. 

(d) Hagle’s dock, 2,100 feet from mouth of Patchogue River. 

(4) Number of outside fishing boats using harbor: About 20 boats. 

(5) Location of fishing grounds: Long Island Sound. 

(6) Operating cost to fishermen: Unknown. 

(7) Fishing season for various types from ist of March to ist of January: 

Bluefish, June to November. 

Lobster, Ist of March to 1st of November. 

Flounders, 1st of March to 1st of November. 

Blackfish, May to December. 

Oysters, February, March, April, September, October, November, and 
December. 

Shellfish, clams: All year round. 

(8) Annual catch of various types of fish or shellfish—tons and value: It is 
hard to estimate exactly the annual catches in the fishing industry. No doubt 
there are approximately 20,000 pounds of lobsters landed here and possibly half 
a million pounds of fish. 


5. Recreational boating 


(1) Names of yacht clubs: We have letters from most of the yacht clubs on 
Long Island Sound and Connecticut River, who are in favor of the Patchogue 
River being dredged. A copy of the letters has been sent to the United States 
Engineers at Washington. 

(2) Number of boats in each-+fleet by class, pleasure boats owned by loral 
people: Approximately 10 boats. 

(3) Dimensions, age, and value of each boat by class: Average length: 18 feet. 
Avarege assessed value, $700. 

(4) Number of nonlocal owners: About 20. 
(5) Boating season: April to November 1. 
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(6) Storage of boats during offseason, number, class, and location: 30 boats 
stored during offseason at local boatyards. 

(7) Number of outside or transient boats using the waterway each season: 
About 150 boats (commercial and pleasure). 


6. Harbor of refuge 

(1) Number and types of transient boats using the waterway as a shelter 
from storms (commercial, fishing, and pleasure) : Approximately 150 boats. 

(2) Location and distance to nearest safe harbor of refuge: Duck Island, 
1,600 feet from mouth of river to Duck Island. 

(3) Objectionable storms, direction and type: Southwest or southeast, high 
course of tide and southeast winds. 


7 Boatyards 
(1) List of boatyards and indicate facilities for storage, repairs and servicing. 
Westbrook Boat Works: 
1. Marine railway. 
2. Facilities to overhaul engines. 
3. Equipment to make all types of marine repair. 
4. Building of boats. 
Stannards Boat Yard: Facilities for repairing and storage. 
2) Number of boats handled by each per year and valuation and type of 
business. 
Westbrook Boat Works: About 30 boats. 
Stannard Boat Yard: About 10 boats. 
. (3) Name and location of docks servicing local andtransient boats with fuel, 
water, and supplies: Kelseys dock, 3,400 feet from mouth of Patchogue River. 


8. Existing channels, and basins. State whether natural or artificial 
Boat basin, 700 feet long, 220 feet wide (artificial). 
2 channels, 900 feet long and 80 feet wide (to be dredged). 
Small basin in front of Westbrook Boat Works. 
Channel not over 15 feet wide and 18 inches to 2 feet depth at low water. 
9. Docking, anchorage, mooring 
(1) List of facilities open to public: Approximately 400 feet in length. 
(2) How many boats are handled at private docks and berths? 30 boats. 
(3) Dimensions of available anchorage or mooring areas: Approximately 400 
feet in length. 
(4) Who furnishes moorings? Boat owners. 
(5) Who controls the areas? Town of Westbrook. 
(6) What are the fees‘and privileges? At present no fees. 


10. Improvements accomplished (by whom and when) 

Mark L. Hagle has been working on pilots point and boat basin for the last 
4 years and has them available for anchorage areas as soon as Patchogue River 
is dredged. 

11. Adequacy of channels and anchorages for present use 

No water at low tide in Patchogue River. 

12. Past trend in navigation 

(1) Increase or decrease in use: Increasing yearly. 

(2) Change in type of navigation. Why? Pleasure, fishing, and commercial 
enterprises. Larger boats desiring to come in but unable to due to depth of 
river. 

13. Is the waterway limited to present use and why? 
The waterway is limited at present due to the fact that the channel is not 


deep enough. The entrance to the harbor is very shallow. At low tide even 
a rowboat cannot navigate across the sandbars. 


14. Potential use of watericay in next 10 years 


Undoubtedly it would be the busiest harbor on the Long Island Sound because 
of its proximity to the sealanes 2,000 feet from Duck Island Rhodes. At present 
any craft can get into Duck Island Rhodes under almost any weather condition. 
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If the Patchogue River is dredged and the fill from the outer reaches is placed 
on the Menunketesuck Island breakthrough, even the smallest of crafts could 
get into the Patchogue Sanctuary from Duck Island Anchorage. If the river 
vere dredged there would be unlimited expansion. 


15. Would the present use justify further improvement? If so, to what extent? 


Yes; the present use does justify further improvement. First of all, if the 
Patchogue River were dredged it would be a valuable refuge to the many boats 
that now use the harbor. There have been many times in the past when yachts- 
men have been stranded at Duck Island without food and water. It is impossible 
to get into the 100-foot channel in Clinton and rough weather. Lives have been 
lost due to the fact that boats were unable to come into the Patchogue River 
for refuge. Secondly, the river at present is being developed by commercial, 
fishing, and pleasure enterprises. Boatyards have been built up and navigation 
(limited due to the depth of the river) has been increased. If the river were 
dredged to enable men to manipulate their boats into the Patchogue there would 
be unlimited expansion in every direction. Thirdly, fishermen who have depended 
on the waters of the Long Island Sound for their living are finding it more and 
more hazardous and difficult to bring their catches in with safety and must limit 
their hours of fishing in order to bring their boats to dock while the river is 
at floodtide. Towns in this entire area would benefit by the dredging and it 
would assist in the development of them both in a residential and industrial 
point of view. 


16. What expansion of industry would accrue with improved navigation? 


There would be expansion in commercial and fishing industries. More build- 
ings would be constructed, more help hired, more boats stored, and facilities 
enlarged. It would be one of the finest harbors on the Long Island Sound. Yacht 
clubs and buildings would be established for pleasure craft. It would enlarge 
the trade and business of our local merchants. It would undoubtedly be a 
tremendous asset to our community and surrounding comnmunities. 


17. Remarks 


This dredging project has been a need and a want in Westbrook for over 50 
years. It would be an asset to the town and the entire area and make much 
needed employment. It would eliminate a health and mosquito nuisance. To 
dredge this harbor, making it accessible at all tides and times, would be a safe 
refuge for craft, also bring added business to the surrounding towns. If this 
river were dredged it would bring back a livelihood which this town has not 
enjoyed for many years. It would also offer an opportunity for boatyards, coal- 
yards, bulk oil plants, and in general boom our town. 

Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, OFFICE 
OF THE DIVISION ENGINEER, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, 
857 Commonwealth Avenue, Boston 15, Mass. 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
Hartford, Conn., April 7, 1947. 
Mr. Jonun A. HEISSLER, 
First Selectman, Westbrook, Conn. 


Dear HEISSLER: On March 28 we wrote you in regard to the dredging of the 
Patchogue River. As we advised, we took the matter up with Mr. Henry A. 
Whitcomb of Providence. This morning we are in receipt of a letter from him 
of which we are enclosing copy. 

This letter clearly states the progress that has been made and the necessary 
delays that are now entailed. 

Apparently this project will require a followup in order to get it into operation. 
If we can assist you, please be assured we will be only too happy to do so. 

Very truly yours, 
Lee L. Harprne, Field Engineer. 
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War DEPARTMENT, 
Corps OF ENGINEERS, 
PROVIDENCE OFFICE, NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, 
Providence 2, R. I., April 3, 1947. 
Mr. Lee L. HARDING, 
Field Engineer, Connecticut Development Commission, 
State Office Building, Hartford, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Harprne: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter dated March 
28, 1947, in which you request information concerning the proposed improvement 
of Patchogue River. 

The favorable preliminary report of the division engineer was subitted 
January 27, 1947. On March 18, 1947, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors concurred with the division engineer and requested that a survey report 
be submitted showing the cost, justification, and local cooperation to be required 
for a suitable project. This report will be-submitted as soon as practicable con- 
sistent with personnel and budgetary limitations. As you know no dredging can 
be accomplished at this locality until authorized by Congress and necessary funds 
therefor are appropriated. 

For the division engineer. 

Very truly yours, 
Henry A. WHITCOMB, 
Assistant to the Division Engineer. 


Fesrvuary 1, 1954. 
Re Patchogue River dredging project 
House CoMMITTEE ON Pusric WoRKS, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am writing to your honorable committee in reference to the 
above titled matter for the purpose of going on record approving this project. 

There is a great public need for a harbor situated at Duck Island off the town 
of Westbrook. Both from a public point of view and from a military point 
of view. The numerous storms which have of late struck the entire eastern 
part of our country have caused a terrific loss of marine property, boats, etc., 
as well as numerous lives, and the proposed harbor offers a magnificent refuge 
in cases of this kind for the entire area of the southern Connecticut shore. 

The location of a harbor at this point would make it available to coastwise 
boats, both commercial and pleasure in case of severe storms. In conjunction 
with the Army activity that is going on in our district, it would seem that 
such a harbor would be a very necessary adjunct to their operation. I cannot 
too strongly urge the great public necessity for a harbor of this kind located 
as indicated. 

I hope that your honorable committee will see fit to approve of this most 
necessary project. 

Very sincerely, 
BENJAMIN M. ScHLOSSBACH. 


TowN or WESTBROOK, CONN., 
SELECTMEN’s OFFICE, 
January 30, 1954. 
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HoUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKsS, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am in favor of dredging the Patchogue River as it would help 
alleviate the unemployment situation in the town of Westbrook. 

As a civil defense warden it would help greatly in case of an emergency as 
a refuge for boats and possibly for underwater craft. 

Being third selectman and having charge of the men on the town road, large 
quantities of sand wash in from the beaches on to the beach roads and into 
our drainage outlets, costing the town considerable amounts of money each 
year for labor to remove this sand. If this river were dredged I believe it 
would eliminate this situation. 

Very truly yours, 


VAUGHN RENNINGER, 
Third Selectman. 
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TOWN OF WESTBROOK, CONN., 
SELECTMEN’S OFFICE. 
February 1, 1954. 
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HOUSE COM MITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: In years gone by there was considerable shipbuilding on the 
Patchogue River in the town of Westbrook. Some very large vessels have been 
built here, but due to the fact that the river has filled up with sand, particu 
larly at the mouth of the river, this project has almost diminished. We have 
at the present time about 48 crafts which have to wait for the tides. They 
can only leave and enter the harbor at high tides and many times, especially 
during a storm, they have to lay in back of Duck Island Harbor to wait for 
a rise in the tide so that they can enter the river. At the present time there 
are two marine railways and a boat building establishment on the river. 

There are about 100 acres of meadow land adjoining the Patchogue River 
that could be filled up—at the same time eliminate a very dangerous mosquito 
hazard. Also, it would reclaim land that cottages could be built on. 

As we are very fortunate in Westbrook to have a nice sandy beach and also 
are fortunate to have very nice people who own or rent the cottages, to dredge 
the Patchogue River would increase the town assessment quite considerably 
and I hope that the United States Government will see fit to do this work. 
Also, if Duck Island Roads is dredged, which now is a Government project, 
there is no doubt that it will be one of the safest harbors in the Long Island 
Sound and more easily accessible than either New Haven, Old Saybrook, or 
New London. 

Thanking you, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN A. HEISSLER, 
First Selectman, 


WESTBROOK, CONN., January 30, 1954. 


HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HoUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKs, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: Regarding Document No. 164 pertaining to improvements to 
Duck Island Roads and the Patchogue River in Westbrook, Conn., it is my 
pleasure to endorse the program as outlined in aforesaid document and to add 
as follows: The entire project has been kicked around for years and is equally 
or more important now as when first discussed about 12 years ago. Duck Island 

toads or Harbor is in bad shape from the point of safe anchorage; it needs 
dredging out and has for some time. In fact, the coastwise shippers are afraid 
to use it as a harbor because of shallow water. The entire project would also 
provide all year around facilities whereas the Connecticut River is not only hard 
to navigate into but is icebound in a severe winter. 

The area coal business, especially that which was formerly carried by barge 
into the Connecticut River and reshipped over the Valley Railroad, is now shifted 
to New Haven Railroad to Westbrook and then reshipped by trucks north. This 
is more and more also true of fuel oil. 

The project also is ideally located as regards road nets one-half mile to New 
Haven Railroad with sidings—Boston Post Road No. 1 is one-quarter mile 
away—the new express highway is three-quarters of a mile away. Also main 
roads to New York, Boston and Hartford meet in the town. The State police, 
in view of all this, maintain a large headquarters in the center of the town. 

The south shore of Connecticut, between New London and New Haven and 
inland as far as Middletown, is filled with small specialized industries. They 
also are interested in a navigable harbor for incoming and outgoing freight; 
in fact, one such company in anticipation of the improvement has bought a 
factory site adjoining the project and mention has been made of all this in the 
Manufacturers Bulletin. The defense potential is also important. The State 
of Connecticut is letting a contract in March this year for the construction of 
an armory in this town costing about $260,000. The town has already purchased 
the land as required costing $10,000. The State of Connecticut is also buying 
a 300 foot right-of-way within 1 mile of this project and is building an express 
highway to clean traffic out of the small towns. All in all, the area surrounding 
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is a defense critical. The Connecticut River bridges are vulnerable and some- 
thing like the proposed improvement is a sound substitute in case of trouble 
and it is hoped that your honorable committee will see fit to give favorable action 
to the entire project. 
Very truly yours, 
JOHN A. HoLsrook, Major, ORC. 


SPECIAL TOWN MEETING 


FEBRUARY 27, 1950. 

Voted: That the Town of Westbrook appropriate the sum not to exceed 
$80,000 as recommended by the board of finance to pay the town’s share in con- 
junction with the Federal Government for the dredging of the Patchogue River, 
and to build a jetty according to the plans as submitted by the United States 
Army Engineers. 

The board of selectmen be authorized to issue bonds not to exceed $80,000 
to be signed by the selectmen and the town treasurer and sold by the board 
of selectmen at public or private sale. 

The First National Bank of Boston is hereby designated to certify such issue, 
and the treasurer to keep a record of such bonds. 

I hereby certify that the above is a true and attested copy of the vote taken 
by the town of Westbrook at a special town meeting, duly warned and held on 
February 27, 1950, and said vote has not been revoked. 

Attest: 

GRACE K. S. STEVENS, 
Town Clerk. 
Dated at Westbrook, Conn. this 30th day of January 1954. 





Fresruary 1, 1954. 
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HoUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : I am a developer and I own several acres of land on West Beach 
bordering the Patchogue River. Enclosed | am sending a folder which will 
describe what we have in mind. If the Patchogue River was dredged with Duck 
Island Rhodes it would be one of the safest harbors on the Long Island Sound 
between New Haven, Conn. and New London, Conn. 

1. The summer resident of a few weeks requires little more than garbage 
collection and lights. 

2. The problem is we have no desirable areas close to the water left to develop. 

8. Dredging the Patchogue River will open up new horizons for homes, re- 
creational activities, boating, and marine enterprizes. 

4. Dredging the Patchogue will also open new areas close to the water and 
new summer developments will follow. 

5. Developments already started in the area will start bringing in quick tax 
revenue as soon as the river is dredged. 

6. Development of the Patchogue River area will act as a break on the ever 
increasing tax burden on present summer residents as well as permanent ones. 

7. Every home in Westbrook will be more desirable by the increase in boating 
facilities and the ability to go fishing any time of day. One of the biggest 
objections of men who come here with their families for vacation is the difficulty 
in getting out to fish: More people who plan to build or rent summer homes will 
choose Westbrook if we make fishing a pleasure by making the river navigable 
for outboards and pleasure boats. One owner was heard to say: “My home and 
every home in Westbrook would be worth $1,000 more if the river is dredged.” 

8. Let’s pave the way for hundreds of new summer homes, dozens of new 
marine enterprizes, hundreds of boats and thousands of dollars in increased land 
value by dredging the river now. 

9. Now is the time to act, not after our taxes are 50 percent higher and the 
building boom is over. Who will build cottages, buy boats and develop property 
in a recession? Nobody. 

10. The number one attraction in a resort town is its boating facilities and 
fishing advantages. Today we have nothing. Tomorrow Westbrook can be a 
preferred premium location if we dredge the river. 
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11. The Patchogue River dredging will all take place in a now useless, mosquito 
infected part of our town without detracting from our picturesque village. 
12. Land values directly on the river will yield a handsome new tax revenue. 
Very truly yours, 
Mark L. HaAGlLe. 





WESTBROOK, CoNnN., January 30, 1954. 


HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HOUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am a commercial independent fisherman owning a boatyard 
and a commercial fishing boat and the dredging of the river would make it more 
eonvenient for not only myself but for other commercial fishermen who do 
business along this river to go out at more convenient times instead of waiting 
for the tides. Also, when returning from a fishing trip we have to wait until 
the river is deep enough before we can come into the river to dock and dispose 
of our fish. 

If a storm comes up while we are out fishing we could return to dock im- 
mediately instead of waiting until the following tide (approximately 6 hours 
later) thus taking away the danger of staying out in the rough breakwaters. 

Very truly yours, 
DeRNest STANNARD. 


WESTBROOK Boat WoORKs, 
Westbrook, Conn., February 1, 1954. 
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF HOUSE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: As an owner of a boatbuilding business, I am in favor of dredging 
the river as I believe it would bring about the following: 

1. A great advantage to fishermen and boatmen as a refuge from south and 
east storms as there is no such thing in the locality; 

2. An increase in business to the town as well as help to boatmen in the way 
of furnishing supplies, materials, etc. ; 

3. Deepening of the river will allow me to make repairs to larger boats at 
any time of tide; 

4. Increased employment in the handling of boats and storage of same; 

5. Make possible an ideal base for service or rescue work as Duck Island 
will shelter the larger vessels and land could be reached by the river. 

Very truly yours, 
R. K. Marston. 


To the TOWN oF WESTBROOK, CONN.: 


I understand that the Corps of Engineers, United States Army have indicated, 
in a letter dated January 31, 1950, to the selectmen of the town of Westbrook, 
that a navigation channel 8 feet deep and 75 feet wide extending from deep 
water in Duck Island roads to the highway bridge together with an anchorage 
and maneuvering area 8 feet deep and 75 feet wide and 500 feet long opposite 
the town wharf, is justified. They also intend to build a jetty 1,400 feet long 
to protect the entrance to the Patchogue River. 

This construction would result in substantial benefits to the property owners 
in the vicinity of the Patchogue River and to the town of Westbrook generally. 

We also understand that the United States Army, Corps of Engineers will 
require the right to deposit the dredged material on the meadowland adjoining 
the Patchogue River, at no expense to the Government, or to the town of West- 
brook. This will clearly and substantially benefit the meadowland. 

Dar ieee Rls cine chine stantmniiel Rides OE Oe SONU OO dace csattislil Jsls, shade ask 
Conn., being the owner of __.__.__._.____ acres of meadowland in the town of 
Westbrook, Conn., herewith and hereby give my consent to the United States 
Army, Corps of Engineers, and to the town of Westbrook to deposit on my land 
the material excavated from tlte Patchogue River, at no cost to me, the under- 
signed, and I, the undersigned, herewith and hereby release any and all claims 
for any damages from either the United States of America, United States Army, 
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Corps of Engineers, and the town of Westbrook in connection with anything 
that they may do to my land while depositing such excavated material. 
Dated at Westbrook, Conn., this ___-------~-~ OO OE Gnclinen thawed Bites 
Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of 
oan aan BB. 
Ow? ner of the Land. 


Tai... acca 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
County of Middlesez, ss: 
PIE OO oe ee signer and sealer of the fore- 
going instrument and he acknowledged the same to be his free act and deed, 
before me. 


Notary Public. 

Mr. Ange. May I ask, is Congressman Sadlak or Congressman 
Morano here ? 

Mr. Baxter. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Morano’s secretary. 

Mr. Ance.i. Your project was listed next, but if there is no objec- 
tion I am going to take up the next one, sine e Congressman Forand is 
here and he is anxious to get back on the floor. So I will take that 
one up next, if there is no objection. 


Buttock Porntr Cover, R. I. 


Mr. Ancewi. The next project is the Bullock Point Cove in Rhode 
Island. 

Congressman Forand, if it is agreeable to you we will ask Colonel 
Milne to make his report first. 

Mr. Foranp. I would appreciate that very much and then I will 
not have to go over the ground he will cover. 

Mr. AnceLt. We will be ver y glad to hear from you, Colonel, on 
the Bullock Point Cove. 

Colonel Mitne. The report on Bullock Point Cove is published in 
House Document No. 242, 83d Congress, 2d session. This report 
was prepared in compliance with an item in the River and Harbor 
Act approved July 24, 1946. 

Bullock Point Cove is located in the State of Rhode Island, on the 
east shore of the Providence River just south and a little east of the 
city of Providence. The adjacent area is primarily recreational. 
There is no existing Federal project for Bullock Cove, and only a 
small volume of commercial fishing exists. The difficulties experi- 
enced by recreational navigation are due to the shallow water that 
exists in the cove and the entrance. The average depth is about 214 
feet at low water. 

Local interests desire a channel from the 8-foot depth in Providence 
River into the cove proper, and 2 anchorage basins in the vicinity of the 
mouth and near the head of the cove. 

The Chief of Engineers has reviewed the recommendations of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on this particular project, 
and I should like to read an excerpt from his report 


The proposed improvements for Bullock Cove, R. L., are primarily to meet the 
recreational boating needs of the area and will benefit commercial navigation 
only to a minor degree. Benefits accruing to local interests as compared with 
general benefits of the type which warrant Federal participation are reflected 
in the fact that the non-Federal expenditures for the proposed harbor facilities 
are hearly equal to the proposed Federal costs. The proportion of Federal 
and non-Federal participation recommended by the Board of Engineers for 
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Rivers and Harbors is considered appropriate if it is the intent of Congress to 
provide Federal assistance in the development of harbors and channels of the 
type proposed in this report. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers was referred to the Governor 
of the State and he cencurred in the recommendations. Likewise the 
Bureau of the Budget concurred in those recommendations. 

The initial cost as contained in House Document No. 242, 83d Con- 
gress, 2d session, called for a Federal expenditure of $145,000 and a 
non-Federal expenditure of $136,400 for a total of $281,400. 

Based on costs in September 1953, the estimated Federal construc- 
tion cost for the project is now $166,400, and the non-Federal cost 
$158,200, or a total of $324,600. The annual charges total $15,170, 
and the benefit-cost ratio is 1.9 to 1. 

I should like to elaborate just briefly on the type of benefits that 
would come from the development of this particular project. They 
would be, as I have said, primarily recreational in nature. The report 
indicates that the recreational fleet moored at Bullock Cove totals 84 
boats. If the improvement is constructed, it is estimated that the 
existing fleet would be increased both by new recreational craft and 
by transfers of recreational craft from other areas. 

In addition to the recreational benefits, there is a small portion of 
the total benefits attributable to savings in time to the fishing fleet 
that operates out of Bullock Cove, a part of the year. 

Mr. Ance.xu. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee ? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, why is it that the local contribution on this 
project and on the one which preceded it is so large? It runs from 
10 to 50 percent, and that is rather unusual in projects of this type, 
is it not? 

Colonel Mitne. This project is primarily a recreational project, 
sir. We, by action of the Congress, have been told to consider recrea- 
tional craft in reporting on navigation projects. We have developed 
a formula for evaluating the benefits of recreational craft and have 
generally recommended that recreational benefits be considered half 
general and half local. In this case almost all of the benefits were 
recreational. Therefore, above half of the costs would be local costs. 

Mr. Mack. Were the benefits largely of a commercial nature then 
the Federal Government would assume a much larger percent ? 

Colonel Miine. That is right. Commercial benefits are considered 
of a general nature and the Federal Government assumes the costs 
allocated to them. 

Mr. Scupper. Has the policy been changed by the Engineers or the 
Congress as to participation in recreational harbors? On the Pacific 
coast we have a great number of harbors which would be wholly ree- 
reational. There would be some commercial use, possibly 15 to 20 
commercial boats in some. Quite a number of these harbors were 
under investigation but were stopped because they were primarily 
recreational. 

I am wondering if that policy still applies or if we are to now start 
considering recreational harbors. Personally I think recreational har- 
bors are very worthwhile. I am for them. I would like to know if 
this policy is going to apply to the Pacific coast. 

Colonel Mixne. I think I can answer your question, Mr. Scudder, 
that with the outbreak of the Korean war the amount of money we 
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were given for our survey reports was very drastically curtailed. 
We stopped work on most recreational harbor reports not only on the 
Pacific coast, but elsewhere. 

The Bullock Cove report is one we had completed prior to the 
Korean war. But since the beginning of the Korean war we have not 
spent any appreciable amount of money on recreational harbor studies. 

Mr. Scupper. I am glad to hear that, because in some of the small 
harbors to which I have reference on the Pacific coast several hundred 
expensive craft berth in these harbors. There is available anchorage 
for many boats, and the local interests are anxious to develop these 
recreational harbors, particularly if they could get Federal assistance. 

Colonel Mizner. Yes. sir. We have a number of studies in Cali- 
fornia for that type of project. 

Mr. Anoceti. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.u. If not, we thank you, Colonel. 

Our colleague, Mr. Forand, is here, and we are very happy to hear 
from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. AIME J. FORAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Foranp. I am very grateful to this committee for giving con- 
sideration to this project and the next project on your list, because they 
have been pending for a long time. While I realize it is the procedure 
in cases of this type, I want you to understand I am not criticizing 
but Iam happy that we have reached the — of consideration. 

The colonel made mention of the fact that recreation seems to over- 
shadow the commercial insofar as this project is concerned. On that 
point we must not lose sight of the fact that where there is recrea- 
tion there are also a lot of jobs given to people to sustain the recrea- 
tional activities. 

This morning I received a telephone call from Mr. James Rielly, the 
president of the Town Council of East Priovidence, where this Bullock 
Cove is located. Mr. Rielly was to come before the committee, and so 
was Dr. Ernest McVey, who I believe is the commodore of the Nar- 
ragansett Terrace Yacht or Boat Club. Both of them were grounded 
because the planes in Rhode Island just could not leave the ground. 
For that reason I shall give you the gist of what they would have 
said. 

Mr. Rielly said when he called me that East Providence put up 
some $32,000 in 1952 in trying to help pay a share of this project. 
Of course, the whole town is very much interested in the development 
of Bullock Cove. 

Dr. McVey tells me that there is a great increase of interest in the 
Narragansett Bay power squadron, which I believe originated in 
Brown University and which is connected with the so-called naval 
power squadrons throughout the country. He is heading a group of 
classes of people who own boats and want to learn to handle them, 
and so forth. Many new boatowners are coming into the picture. 
When he started his classes he was having about 50 to 60 people at a 
session, but recently he has had a class of as many as 354, which is an 
indication of the marked interest in boating in that area. 
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Another point he wanted me to make before the committee is the 
fact that the registration of boats with the Coast Guard has increased 
by some 200 in the comparatively recent past. I am not going to dwell 
on the virtues of this project because the committee has the document 
and I promised the chairman I would be brief. But I would like to 
say that I have here telegrams, and I am just going to read you whom 
they are from. They all endorse this project. 

The Riverside Businessmen’s Association, signed by the correspond- 
ence secretary, Mr. Frederick J. McCusker; director of public works 
in the State of Rhode Island, Mr. Phillip S. Mancini; Mr. Leroy 
Chace, secretary of the Narragansett Terrace Boat Club; and one 
from the Governor of the State of Rhode Island, endorsing not only 
this project but also the one scheduled to come up next, the Sakonnet 
Harbor project. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely want to express my appreciation to the 
committee for the time it has given me on this item, and I feel con- 
fident you are going to give it the sympathetic consideration which 
I feel the project deserves. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anege.ti. Thank you, Congressman. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGELL. We have a statement here from Congressman Fogarty 
on this project, and if there is no objection it will be inserted in the 
record at this point. Also the telegrams sent to Mr. Forand. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN BE. FoGarty, SECONp DistTrict of RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I desire to obtain this committee's favorable consideration of 
two projects in the State of Rhode Island. Officially they are referred to as 
the improvement of Sakonnet Harbor in the town of Little Compton, R. L., and 
the improvement of Bullocks Cove in the town of East Providence, R. I. 

The Sakonnet Harbor project has been urged for many years. Both the New 
England field office of the Army engineers and the Board of Engineers of that 
agency here in Washington have recommended the extension of the present 
breakwater at Sakonnet by 400 feet and the dredging of the harbor to a depth 
of 8 feet. The State of Rhode Island through its department of public works 
has strongly endorsed this proposal and has stated that the project would be 
of inestimable value, not only to the local community, but to many others who 
would be attracted to the port by the improved facilities. 

Local interests have given the required assurances that they will: (@) Con- 
tribute $18,700 in cash toward the cost of construction; (0) furnish free of 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
the initial work, and for subsequent maintenance when and as required; and 
(c) hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction and 
maintenance of the project. 

The hearings conducted by the Army engineers contain a wealth of informa- 
tion showing the urgent need for this improvement. These hearings point out, 
quite clearly and emphatically, that present conditions seriously interfere with 
the successful operation of the fishing industry. They further graphically in 
dicate that, during storms, continued severe damage will be felt by those boats 
still using the harbor due to the present inadequate breakwater. 

The improvements for which this committee’s consideration is requested would 
do much to eliminate Sakonnet Harbor’s present problems. They would cer- 
tainly be a much needed booy to the fishing and lobstering industry of that 
area, a godsend to navigation in that an adequate harbor of refuge would be 
provided, and a direct benefit to all the people in the southeastern section of 
Rhode Island. 
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The Bullocks Cove project has also been given the full approval of the Army 
engineers and the State of Rhode Island. This improvement has been long 
sought by the yachting and boating associations of Narragansett Bay as a 
refuge for small craft. The recommended proposal provides for the cutting of 
an entranc® channel of 75-foot width into the cove and the making of 2 basins 
within the cove, 1 for turning and the other for mooring purposes. The cove 
itself offers excellent storm protection but little can be done to utilize its full 
potentiality until the suggested improvements are made. 

Both the Sakonnet Harbor and Bullocks Cove projects are considered vital to 
the development of our Rhode Island economy through the full utilization of 
its water resources. I cannot too strongly urge this committee to take favorable 
action on both measures and sincerely hope that you will include both in the 
bill which you will report to the Congress. 


Mr. Foranp. We have no other witnesses, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Anceti. That concludes your testimony, Congressman Forand ? 
Mr. Foranp. On this project. Yes, sir. 


SAKONNET Harpor, R. I. 


Mr. Ance.i. Without objection, we will take up the next project, 

Sakonnet Harbor in Rhode Island, in House Document No. 436. 

Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on that now. 

Colonel Miine. The report on Sakonnet Harbor, R. I., is contained 
in House Document No. 436, 82d Congress, 2d session. This docu- 
ment was prepared in compliance with a House Committee on Public 
Works resolution adopted April 13, 1948. 

Sakonnet Harbor is located in Rhode Island, south of Providence. 

The existing Federal project at Sakonnet consists of a short break- 
water and removal of nearby rock ledges to a depth of 8 feet. 

The annual commerce there in recent years is estimated at approxi- 
mately 5,240,000 pounds of fish and 230,000 pounds of lobster. 

The difficulties to present navigation are due to two things: 

One, the harbor is exposed to waves and wind coming from the 
north. 

Two, the anchorage area within the harbor is restricted and it is 
not down to a depth that is considered desirable by the owners of 
both the recreational and fishing craft in the area. 

In addition, there is in the area a loose rockpile that presents a 
rather considerable hazard to navigation. Local interests requested 
that an extension to the existing breakwater be built toward the 
northeast and that a larger anchorage area be dredged to the depth of 
8 feet. 

Our review of the project indicates that from an economic view- 
point a breakwater in accordance with the desires of local interests 
is justified. Likewise, it is considered that the dredging of a larger 
anchorage area to a common depth of 8 feet would likewise be justi- 
fied. The report was sent to the Governor of the State, who concurred 
init. The Bureau of the Budget found some exceptions to our report 
which, I believe, should be read into the record : 

Considering the type of improvement proposed and the nature of the facilities 
that would be provided, the expenditures involved appear disproportionately 
large. Reevaluation of the benefits, adjusted to reflect a consideration of 
the foregoing observations, might render the economic justification submarginal. 
Accordingly, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to 
advise you that, while there would be no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress, on the basis of the information available to us, the proposed 
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improvement at Sakonnet Harbor should be considered of low priority and a 
complete reevaluation of the benefits and costs should be made before funds 
are requested for initiation of construction in order to assure that the Federal 
expenditures required are justified. 

Mr. Ancetx. What date is that? 

Colonel Mitne. The Bureau of the Budget’s letter was dated March 
31, 1952. 

With the chairman’s permission I would like to come back to those 
comments in just a moment. 

The cost of the project as contained in the document showed a Fed- 
eral cost of $465,800, and a non-Federal cost of $18,700, for a total of 
$484,500. These estimates revised to September 1953 prices show a 
Fede ral construction cost of $559,700, with the non-Federal cash con- 
tribution of $18,700 fer a total of $578,400. 

Mr. Ancett. Will you repeat those figures again, please ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

$559,700 Federal cost and $18,700 non-Federal cost. 

Mr. Anoetyi. Thank you. 

Colonel Mizne. The annual charges based on September 1953 prices 
are $22,430. The benefit-cost ratio, based again on the revised prices, 
is 2.4 to 1. 

I think it might be well to look very briefly at the benefits we claimed 
in the original document. Because of the lack of a breakwater, harbor 
conditions are, during the wintertime, extremely rough and hazardous 
to boats at anchor and these conditions practically render it impossible 
for the fishing fleet to get out to the fishing banks in the winter 
months. 

In addition, the lack of depth in the unimproved area presents a 
hazard to the fishing boats at all times of the year, but particularly in 
the wintertime. 

Our analysis of the problem indicates that if this breakwater were 
placed as proposed, wave action within the basin proper would be 
reduced. ‘The area proposed to be dredged to a depth of 8 feet would 
be adequate not only for the existing fleet but for transfer of vessels 
from other areas to this area to take advantage of the winter fishing 
season. 

The catch of fish, when this report was prepared, was estimated at 
about 514 million pounds of fish on an annual basis. That represented 
roughly 200,000 pounds to 225,000 pounds of fish per vessel based in 
the area. From records of other vlan es where winter fishing is pos- 
= le, it is known that vessels of the type that use Sakonnet Harbor 

‘an catch about 300,000 pounds per fishing season. In other words, 
the winter season represents about 25 percent of their catch. At this 
particular harbor they are not able to use the fishing fleet during the 
winter season. 

So, based on vessels in the harbor we estimated that the improve- 
ment would permit them to increase their catch by 700,000 to 750,000 
pounds of fish yearly. 

In addition, we assumed that equivalent of 5 new vessels would 
also use that harbor, with an annual catch of 300,000 pounds, or 114 
million pounds of fish, for a grand total increased catch of fish of 21/, 
million pounds. 

That is the basis on which we arrived at our economic conclusions. 
The Bureau of the Budget took exception to these economic assump- 
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tions, believing that they were not conservative enough, and that 
actually the catch would not be as great as estimated, as indicated in 
their letter from which I have read an extract into the record. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is and has always been the 
policy of the Corps of Engineers, before construction starts, to re- 
examine the project to determine whether or not there has been a 
material change since the report was originally written or the project 
was authorized. If we find that the economics do not justify the 
project at that time, then we do not construct it. 

So, I can assure you that the requirements and suggestions of the 
Bureau of the Budget would be definitely met by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, if and when this project is authorized and funds appropriated. 

Mr. Aneett. Thank you, Colonel. Are there any questions from 
members of the committee? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.. If not we will hear from Congressman Forand on this 
project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. AIME J. FORAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND—Resumed 


Mr. Foranp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On that particular proj- 
ect I can tell you that the estimates of the Corps of Engineers as to 
the commercial fishing figures need to be revised. They will show 
there has been quite an improvement. I have with me here Mr. Michael 
F. Rogers who is chairman of the Sakonnet Point Harbor Committee 
of Little Compton, R. I. He will make a brief statement following 
me that I think will prove this point. 

But there is another point that I believe should be stressed. That 
is, Sakonnet Harbor should really be made a harbor or refuge because 
it is in that lane between Newport and New Bedford. Because of 
the heavy congestion of ships and boats of all kinds in the area it 
would be rendering a service to the Navy if a lot of these small craft 
that are now out in the outer harbor, would come inside the harbor. 
This they would do if anchorage were available. 

The Governor and the director of public works, Mr. Mancini, both 
wired me urging that I present this case to the committee as forcefully 
as I can. I will not use a great many words but will say on the basis 
of what you have been told, plus what Mr. Rogers will tell you, that 
I sincerely hope you can take favorable action. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Foranp. With your permission I would like to call Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Anceti. You may do so. Will you state your name, please, 
for the purpose of the record ¢ 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL F. ROGERS, CHAIRMAN OF THE SAKON- 
NET POINT HARBOR COMMITTEE OF LITTLE COMPTON, R. I. 


Mr. Rogers. Michael F. Rogers of Little Compton, R. I. 

Mr. Aneeii. Mr. Rogers, you are chairman of the Sakonnet Point 
Harbor Committee ? 

Mr. Rogers. That is correct. 

Mr. Anceti. You may proceed. 
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Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Michael F. Rogers, chairman of the Sakonnet Point Harbor Com- 


mittee, of Little Compton, R. I. 


On behalf of my organization I want to thank this committee for 
the consideration it is giving to the Sakonnet River project which is 


so important to our people. 


To save the time of the committee and with your permission I shall 
submit a brief for printing in the record of these hearings and shall 
confine my oral testimony to a brief statement of additional facts 


which I feel the committee should have. 


Mr. Chairman, since the 1949 hearings held at Little Compton by 
the Army engineers, the local interests have shown their willingness 
to cooperate with the Federal Government in this project, and have 
spent nearly $100,000 on improvements and added landing facilities. 

To cite but a few: The Point Trap Co. has doubled its fish-landing 
facilities—its wharves, trucking area, and traps, at a cost of $65,000. 

A new wharf completed last fall enables the company to operate 
two shifts while the heavy fish runs are in season, thus making it 
possible to pull its traps twice a day, instead of once a day as in the 


past. This increases the fish yield. 


The Wilcox Co. has increased its landing wharf by 40 percent. 
The F-o-c-s-le Co. has built two new wharves for lobster trawling, 


1andline and sport fishermen. 
handline and sport fishermen 


At these new wharves fresh water is 


available for the boats and small craft can take on supplies and gaso- 


line when the fishing wharves are congested. 


This same company has increased its retail capacity and is now 
preparing plans for new railway facilities in Sakonnet Harbor. These 
will be submitted to the Army engineers and other appropriate agen- 
cies in the near future. 

At the time of the 1949 hearings our committee was thinking only 
in terms of commercial fishing, but since that time, as the clouds of 
war gradually lifted, we have noticed a decided increase in pleasure 


boating in the area. This is now a fast growing industry. 
Sakonnet Harbor is so located that it is an ideal 


ylace for small 


pleasure craft, allowing them to be out of the way of the Navy con- 
gestion around Newport and saving them the long run to New Bedford. 
As automobiles need roads and bridges, boats need anchorage and 


shelter and sup 


We believe t 


rly bases. 


1at this project is in the national interest. 


First, for 


the safety of the persons involved; and, second, for the protection of 
shipping; and, I might add, third, I am sure all you men are aware 
that Rhode Island has been declared a labor surplus area, and we need 


jobs. 


By improving Sakonnet Harbor the Federal Government would 
make it possible for us to further develop both our fishing and boating 


activities and thus provide more jobs for our people. 


Your favorable action on this project would be appreciated. 

I might add that in this memorandum of the 1949 hearing it con- 
tains detailed information as to damages and also photographs and 
photostat copies of letters we received from the associations of fisher- 
men and fish companies urging the improvement of Sakonnet Harbor. 
This is the only copy that the harbor committee has left. If there is 


any member of the committee who would like to view this I would be 
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only to glad to show it to them, or airmail you that, but I must take it 
back with me. 

Mr. Ancretu. If the committee later desires to have access to it they 
will communicate with Mr. Forand. Are there any questions? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, we thank you very much for your con- 
sideration of us. 

Colonel Mune. May I make one further statement on this project, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Ancett. You may, Colonel. 

Colonel Mitnr. The document provides that local interests con- 
tribute $18,700 in cash for the cost of construction; furnish free of 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
necessary for the initial work and for subsequent maintenance when 
and if required; and hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to construction and maintenance of the project. 

The basis of the $18,700 cash contribution by local interests was 
the degree of local benefits that we considered the project would bring 
to the area. 

Mr. ANcett. Is that taking into consideration the recreational 
benefits ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. There were some recreational benefits. 
What we would like to have understood is that $18,700 should not be 
considered a firm figure, but should vary in accordance with the cost. 
In other words, it should be fixed when we actually get into the 
process of construction. 

So, with your permission, if we could insert language into the bill 
to bring that point out I think it would be well to do so. 

Mr. ANcexx. I think the committee would be glad to have you do 
that, Colonel. 

Mr. Foranp. If I may say a word there, Mr. Chairman? Judging 
by the telegrams I rec¢eived both from the Governor and our director 
of public works in the State, I think we will meet that condition. 

Thank you. 

Mr. ANcrLL. Without objection the telegrams mentioned by Mr. 
Forand, and any additional statement he may desire to make will be 
inserted in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 

AST PROVIDENCE, R. I., January 31, 1954 
AIME J. FoRAND, 


Congressman, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Dr. Ernest McVay will represent Narragansett Terrace Boat Club Wednesday, 
February 3, Rivers and Harbors Committee regarding Bullocks Cove project. 
Understand Mr. J. J. Reilley, president, East Providence Town Council, will 
also attend. Many thanks for your splendid cooperation. 

Leroy W. CHACE. 


PROVIDENCE, R. I. February 2, 1954. 


Hon. Are J. ForAnp, 
House of Representatives: 
Re hearing by House Public Works Committee February 3, 1954, the Rhode 
Island Department of Public Works urges favorable consideratiin by the House 
Committee on Public Works of the improvements proposed and recommended 
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for Bullocks Point Cove, R. I., by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, as 
outlined in House Document 242, 83d Congress, 2d session. The proposed 
Bullocks Cove project is of vital interest and concern to large numbers of 
boatowners, yarding interests, and owners of adjacent waterfront property. 
The widespread support given to the proposed plan of improvement is a matter 
of record and we urge the acceleration of whatever further action may be 
required to bring the execution of this project to an early realization. 
Puiu 8S. MANCINI, 
Director, Rhode Island Department of Public Works. 


—_ 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., February 2, 1954. 
Hon. AIME J. FORAND, 
House of Representatives: 
Have wired House Committee on Public Works asking approval Sakonnet 
Harbor and Bullocks Point Cove projects. Urge your strong support. 
DENNIS J. ROBERTS, 
Governor of Rhode Island. 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., February 2, 1954. 
Hon. AIME J. FoRAND, 
House of Representatives: 
We endorse and urge your approval of House Document 242 Dredging of 
Bullocks Cove in Riverside. 
RIVERSIDE BUSINESSMEN’s ASSOCIATION, 
FREDERICK J. MCCUSKER, 
Corresponding Secretary. 





PROVIDENCE, R. I., February 2, 1954. 
Hon. AIME J. FORAND, 
House of Representatives: 


Re hearing by House Public Works Committee February 3, 1954, the value and 
need of Saconnet Harbor as a harbor of refuge cannot be overemphasized. The 
improvements proposed for the anchorage represent a vital necessity to the 
local area and its people. We urge upon you to give this worthy project your 
speedy approval to the end that construction work may get underway at an 
early date. 

Pup S. MANCINI, 
Director, Rhode Island Department of Public Works. 


Westrort Harsor AND SauGcatuck River, Conn. 


Mr. Anceti. We will take up the next project, which we passed 
over a moment ago. That is Westport Harbor and Saugatuck River, 
Conn. 

Congressman Sadlak and Congressman Morano are interested in 
that project but I understand neither of them is here. However, the 
secretary of Mr. Morano is here. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN BAXTER, SECRETARY TO REPRESENTATIVE 
ALBERT P. MORANO 


Mr. Baxter. I am John Baxter, Mr. Morano’s secretary. Mr. 
Morano is at another committee meeting and could not be here, but 
he directed me to ask this committee to consider this brief statement 
in connection with Westport Harbor, in which he outlined that he 
requests favorable consideration for the project, and outlined its aid 





































172 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


to recreation, and the benefits to a small number of commercial fisher- 
men, and to general commerce. 

He also pointed out in the statement that the town of Westport is 
willing to contribute 25 percent of the initial cost of construction, and 
also agreed to furnish the spoil and disposal areas, and to furnish 
an open area in the upper end of the improvement. He also requests 
permission to make part of the record these telegrams, including one 
from the first selectman of Westport. 

Mr. Anceti. The documents may be received in the record without 
objection. 

(The statement and telegrams are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ALBERT P,. MORANO 


I wish to urge this committee to consider the project of Westport Harbor and 
Saugatuck River which is outlined in a report of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors. 

This project will result in (1) aid to recreational boating; (2) benefits will 
also come to a small number of commercial fishermen and to general commerce; 
(3) there will be benefits also to commercial shipping and to the fishing industry. 

The town of Westport is willing to contribute 25 percent of the initial cost of 
construction and has also agreed to furnish the spoil-disposal areas and to furnish 
an open area in the upper end of the improvement. 

I urge favorable consideration. 


WEstTPoRT, CONN., February 3, 1954. 
Representative ALBERT P. MORANO, 
1383 Old House Building: 

Urge your support of project recommended by Corps of Engineers to deepen 
channel in Saugatuck River at Westport, Conn. Hearing in House of Repre- 
sentatives today. 

W. CLARKE CROSSMAN, 
First Selectman, Westport. 


WEstTpPort, ConN., February 3, 1954. 
ALBERT P. MorANO, 
House of Representatives: 
Please support Saugatuck River project. I am a commercial user of the 
waterways. 
ALBERT J. RIPPE. 


Westport, Conn., February 3, i954. 
ALBERT P. Morano, 
House of Representatives: 
Please support the bill including the Saugatuck River project. It is important 
to my business. 
ScHMIDT BoaTYARD 
Avueust ScHMIDT, Owner. 


WEsTpPorT, CONN., February 3, 1954. 
CONGRESSMAN ALBERT P. Morano, 
House of Representatives Office Building: 
Please support bill, including Saugatuck River improvement project. 
URANA CLARKE. 


Mr. ANGELL. Do you have any further witnesses to testify at this 
time ? 
Mr. Baxter. No, sir. Thank you. 
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Mr. Anceti. Thank you very much. Colonel Milne, we will be 
very glad to have you report at this time on this project. r 

Colonel Minne. The report is contained in House Document No. 
488, 81st Congress, 2d session, prepared in compliance with a Rivers 
and Harbors Committee resolution dated Febru: ary 1, 1946. 

Westport Harbor is located on the Saugatuck River in the State 
of Connecticut, east of Norwalk. It is in an area which has a con- 
siderable amount of recreational facilities, and some light industry. 

The existing Federal project provides a channel 4 feet deep and 
60 feet wide up the Saugatuck River to Westport. 

Mr. ANceLL. What ler igth is that? 

Colonel Mrine. From Long Island Sound wp to the city of West- 
port, sir? 

Mr. ANGELL. Yes. 

Colonel Mrine. About 3 miles, sir. Existing commerce is in the 
neighborhood of 16,000 tons, with petroleum comprising about one- 
third, and sand and gravel the remainder. 

Due to the relatively shallow depth and the narrow channel, com- 
mercial boats have to go up partially loaded. That is particularly 
true of oil tankers and oil barges going up there. At best they can 
only go up with a half load. 

Local interests have requested that consideration be given to deepen- 
ing and widening this channel. The Chief of Engineers recommends 
channels 9 feet deep and 125 feet wide at the entrance, and 9 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide in the river up to the town highway bridge 
at Saugatuck, with a turning basin 6 feet deep below “the bridge. 

Consideration was given to 9 and 12-foot depths, and we cone luded 
that, from an economic viewpoint, a channel 9 feet deep and 120 feet 
wide at the entrance and 100 feet wide inside the river extending up 
to Westport, would be more justified economically. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were referred to 
the State, and the Governor concurred in our recommendations. The 
Bureau of the Budget stated that it had no objection to submission 
of the report. 

The estimated costs contained in the document showed a Federal 
cost of $81,550 and a non-Federal cost of $27,000, or a total of $108,550. 
Revised to September 1953 prices, the F ederal construction cost would 
be $123,000, and the non-Federal costs, $27,000 for a total of $150,000. 

The estimated annual char ges, based on September 1953 prices, are 
$8,500. The current benefit-cost ratio, based on revised annual benefits 
of $16,460, is 1.9 to 1. 

With your permission I would like to go into those benefits in just 
a little detail. They are really twofold: the benefits attributable to 
commercial vessels and those attributable to recreational craft. The 
commerce is predominantly petroleum, coal, sand, and gravel. The 
petroleum barges are not able to load to their full depth. With a 
channel of 9 feet they could load to their full depth with a saving 
of a mill and a half per gallon of petroleum delivered to the area. 

In addition to the petroleum, we believe that, with a greater depth 
in the channel, a good part,of the coal presently moving into the area 
would be by water transportation with a savings of about 44 to 48 
cents per ton. 
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Finally, there would be a savings of some 10 cents a ton on sand and 
gravel. 

As to the recreation savings, there are above 250 to 300 recreational 
boats moored in this area, and they would enjoy a savings as a result 
of the greater depth of the channel. Because of the recreational bene- 
fits the report recommended that local interests pay 25 percent of the 
cost of the project, which at the time the document was prepared was 
estimated to be $27,000. 

I would like to request permission of the chairman to modify our 
recommendations so that it is clear that the local contribution should 
not be limited in particular to $27,000 but should be 25 percent of 
the actual cost of the project whatever that might be at the time we 
start in. 

Mr. Ancett. You may do that. Thank you, Colonel. In view of 
the quorum call of the House we will not take up the one remaining 
project. I understand there are no further witnesses on this project. 
So, the one remaining project of Westchester Creek, N. Y., we will 
take up at our next session. 

Thank you, Colonel. If there is nothing further, the committee 
will stand adjourned at this time. 

(Whereupon, at 2:50 p. m., the committee adjourned until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Thursday, February 4, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1954 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee will come to order. 

The committee will proceed with the project that was listed and 
not reached when we adjourned yesterday. That is Westchester 
Creek, N. Y., in House Document No. 92. 

I understand there are no outside witnesses and no Members of 
Congress to appear at this time on the project. I also understand it 
is in Mr. Buckley’s district, who is a member of this committee and 
our former chairman. 

Colonel Milne, we will be very glad to hear your report on this 
project. You may proceed if you will, sir. 


WesrcuesterR Creek, N. Y. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Minne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Westchester Creek, 
N. Y., is contained in House Document No. 92 of the 82d Congress, 
ist session, authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved March 
9, 1945. 

Westchester Creek is a relatively small tributary of the East River, 
in the Borough of the Bronx, New York City. It taps an area that 
is very heavily populated, and also an extremely heavily industrialized 
area. 

The existing Federal project for Westchester Creek provides for 
a channel 12 feet deep from water of that depth in the East River, 
extending up the creek to East Tremont Avenue. The project is 
approximately 60 feet wide in the main part of the channel. The 
entrance channel from the East River into the creek proper is 80 to 
100 feet wide. 

Mr. Mack. What is the length of it? 

Colonel Minne. 2.6 miles from the East River. 

The commerce using thé waterway is predominantly petroleum and 
coal products. In 1952 there were 740,000 tons of commerce on the 
waterway. Local interests have indicated considerable difficulty in 
175 
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navigating the present waterway due to three factors: (1) The 80-foot 
width is too narrow; (2) an adequate turning basin is not available 
to turn ships around, and (3) a depth of 15 feet is needed. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends a turning basin near the upper 
end of the channel 250 feet wide, 250 feet in length and 12 feet deep. 
He states that it would relieve the present difficulties that navigation 
is experiencing. He does not find that incréased depth or greater 
width are needed, based on the foreseeable traffic that will take place. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the State of New York, which concurred in the recom- 
mendations. 

The Bureau of the Budget has likewise concurred in our recom- 
mendations. 

Based on the original project document, the costs of the project 
were estimated to be $27,000 Federal and $90,000 non-Federal, or a 
total cost of $117,000. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 prices 
show a Federal cost of $32,200 and a non-Federal cost of $132,700, 
for a grand total of $164,900. 

The annual charges based on revised 1953 prices are $7,530. 

Mr. Aneeit. What is the reason for the disparity between the Fed- 
eral and non-Federal cost ? 

Colonel Mirne. With your permission I would like to cover that 
in just a moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceit. You may proceed, Colonel, in your own way. 

Colonel Mine. The benefit-cost ratio based on 1953 costs and re- 
vised benefits is estimated to be 3.1 to 1. The benefits that will result 
from the turning basin will be largely savings in the carrying of 
petroleum products into this area. At the present time the bulk of 
all the petroleum products is carried in 5,000-barrel tankers. Those 
tankers run from 130 to 160 feet in length. With the existing project, 
the lower turning basin is 125 feet wide, and the upper one, only 100 
feet wide. The tankers have extreme difficulty in turning around in 
either restricted turning basin. The result, of course, isa great deal of 
lost time, and in the shipping industry lost time means lost money. 

The proposed larger turning basin will permit two things: (1) Ex- 
isting tankers can turn around much faster, and (2) the shipping 
industry can utilize the more efficient 10,000-barrel tankers to bring 
petroleum products into Westchester Creek. 

Use of petroleum products in this area are increasing tremendously. 
Two new terminals have been established on this waterway since prep- 
aration of the report. The benefits are extremely high for this par- 
ticular project. 

Mr. Chairman, your question as to why such a heavy non-Federal 
participation is required can be answered in this way. The require- 
ments of local cooperation for this project provide that local in- 
terests furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way and spoil-disposal 
areas for construction and maintenance; hold and save the Federal 
Government free from damages; and construct a suitable bulkhead to 
retain the east bank of the new turning basin along the Hutchinson 
River Parkway; and provide a public wharf when the Secretary of 
the Army deems it to be required. 

The bulk of the estimated $132,700 that the local interests will pay 
is for the construction of the bulkhead along the Hutchinson River 
Parkway. 
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Mr. Anceiti. Are there any questions from members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Avucuincioss. May I ask the colonel a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. What is the body of water to the south end? 
Where does it come out of? Long Island Sound? 

Colonel Miine. The one up here, sir? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Yes. No, I see. I have the map upside down. 

Colonel Mine. The map is oriented with the north at the bottom. 
It should be reversed as you look at it. Westchester Creek drains into 
East River. 

Mr. Mack. When you refer to the benefit-cost ratio, do you use 
only the figure of Federal contribution, or both local and Federal ? 

Colonel Miirne. No, sir. The benefit-cost ratio is based on the total 
Federal and non-Federal costs and benefits. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Anoetxi. Are there any further questions to my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneeti. Thank you, Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES A, BUCKLEY 
WESTCHESTER CREEK, N. Y. 


Mr. Chairman, this project dealing with Westchester Creek in Bronx County, 
city of New York, is described in House Document 92, 82d Congress, Ist session. 
The existing Federal project for improvement of Westchester Creek was com- 
pleted in 1933 and provided for a channel 12 feet deep at mean low water and 
100 feet wide for a distance of 2,000 feet, narrowing down to a width of 80 feet 
and ultimately 60 feet to the head of navigation at Bast Tremont Avenue with 
widening at the bends and providing for 2 turning basins. 

I am informed that the requirements of local cooperation consisting of the 
furnishing of the spoil-disposal areas and necessary rights-of-way across upland 
lying between harbor lines have been fulfilled and that a section of the creek near 
the head of navigation was relocated and straightened in 1941 by the city of 
New York to facilitate the construction of the Hutchinson River Parkway. 

The terminal facilities on Westchester Creek consist of 14 wharves with a 
total usable length of 2,660 feet and depths alongside up to 13 feet, 2 small-boat 
repair and storage yards, and 2 small public wharves. The average annual re- 
ported commerce for Westchester Creek, during the period 1926 through 1948 
was about 350,000 tons, consisting largely of construction materials, petroleum 
products, coal, and coke. The waterborne commerce in 1948 amounted to 396,586 
tons, of which 135,574 tons were petroleum products. Vessel traffic, which 
totaled 549 round trips in 1948, consisted largely of self-propelled oil tankers, 
towed barges, and tugs. The self-propelled oil tankers range up to 160 feet in 
length and 12 feet in draft, and the barges up to 210 feet in length and 12 feet 
in draft. 

Local interests request improvement of Westchester Creek by deepening, 
widening, or both, and provision of a turning basin. The maximum dimen- 
sions requested are a channel depth of 15 feet, widths of 150 feet through 
the estuary and thence not less than 100 feet to the head of navigation, and a 
turning basin 250 to 350 feet in length and width. The Port of New York 
Authority states that the existing project channel dimensions are adequate 
for the commerce and vessels using the waterway, but it considers a turning 
basin desirable from the standpoint of commercial navigation and stresses 
the need for channel maintenance. In justification for further improvement, 
local interests state that because of inadequate depth, navigation is limited 
to periods of high tide, that the existing widths and depth prevent use of the 
more economical larger-type véssels, that the existing turning basins are too 
small for vessels now in use and for larger vessels expected to be used, and 
that the narrow channel through the estuary is a hazard to navigation, par- 
ticularly at night. The chief engineer of the office of the president, Borough 
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of the Bronx, indicates to me that the city will meet the conditions of local 
cooperation proposed for the further improvement. 

I am informed by the Office of the Chief of Engineers of the Corps of Engi- 
neers that the annual benefits from provision of a turning basin to permit use 
of larger self-propelled tankers are estimated at $9,700 on the basis of 1948 
commerce, and that the benefit-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

It is, I believe, essential that the present facilities, especially the turning 
basins, be enlarged so that the oil tankers which now experience considerable 
difficulty in navigating in these waters be safely accommodated. 

In view of all of the foregoing, as well as the report of the Chief of Engineers 
which is most enlightening and establishes beyond doubt the justification for 
the adoption of this project, I respectfully urge this committee to authorize 
the project in the omnibus river and harbor bill which you are now considering 
so that the Westchester Creek project in New York may be modified to provide 
for a turning basin 12 feet deep and approximately 250 by 250 feet in extent 
located about 500 feet downstream from the head of navigation in accordance 
with the plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as 
in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable. The estimated 
cost to the United States, I am informed, will be approximately $27,000 for 
construction and $1,000 annually for maintenance in addition to that now 
required, and I assure you that the local interests will comply with the conditions 
requested of them in the report. 


Are there any other witnesses desiring to be heard on this project ? 
(2.0 response. ) 
Mr. AnGet. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


Hackensack River, N. J. 


Mr. Ance.u. The next project is Hackensack River, N. J., in House 
Document No. 252. 
Colonel Milne, we will be very happy to have you present that 


project to us. 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the survey report on the Hacken- 
sack River, N. J., is covered in House Document 252, 82d Congress, 
Ist session, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

The Hackensack River rises in the State of New Jersey and flows 
15 miles roughly parallel to the Hudson River, and empties into 
Newark Bay at Jersey City, N. J. 

This river taps an extremely heavily populated area containing 
a very heavy concentration of industry. The existing Federal proj- 
ect for upper Newark Bay and Hackensack River starts at a point 
off the Port Newark Terminal, which is at the intersection of Newark 
Channel and Branch Channel. 

Mr. Chairman, to the south is the 35-foot main channel in Newark 
Bay. Beginning at the southerly end and working north the remain- 
der of the Newark Bay Channel and the Hackensack Channel are 
30 feet in depth and are 400 and 300 feet in width, respectively. The 
30-foot depth continues for nearly 6 miles and then the channel is 
12 feet deep and between 150 and 200 feet wide for another 12 miles, to 
the vicinity of Hackensack. 

This channel carried over 4 million tons of commerce in the year 
1952. That commerce consisted largely of coal, petroleum, and chem- 
ical products. 

Local interests have indicated that the present channel is not com- 
pletely adequate to meet the needs of existing navigation. They have 
pointed out that the 30-foot channel is inadequate in depth to take 
care of modern tankers and modern cargo vessels; that the width is 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 179 


not sufficient to meet their needs; and that they require a turning 
basin at the upper end of the project. 

After a careful study of this project the Chief of Engineers has 
recommended certain project modifications. He finds that there is 
economic justification to deepen the 30-foot portion of this channel to 
34 feet in rock and 32 feet in soft material. ‘That channel deepening 
would extend from the present end of the 35-foot channel up to the 
end of the now existing 30-foot channel. 

He has also recommended at the upper end of this project provision 
for a turning basin some 25 feet in depth and approximately 800 feet 
in width and 1,000 feet in length. He has not recommended any 
widening of the channel, nor did he recommend a deepening to 35 feet. 

Those recommendations of the Chief of pan have been fur- 
nished to the Governor of the State of New Jersey and he has con- 
curred in our recommendations. Likewise, they have been referred to 
the Bureau of the Budget, which has also concurred in the recom- 
mendations, 

The cost estimate of this project in the document shows a Federal 
cost of $1,643,800, and a non-Federal cost of $49,000, for a grand total 
of $1,512,800. Those costs revised to fall 1953 data show a Federal 
cost of $1,463,800, and a non-Federal cost of $49,000, for a grand total 
of $2,040,600. 

The annual charges based on fall 1953 prices are $85,060. The 
benefit-cost ratio for this improvement is currently estimated at 1.5 
to 1. 

The requirements of local cooperation are the furnishing of lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way; a spoil-disposal area for construction 
and maintenance; and provide commensurate depths in approach 
channels and berths at terminals of companies using the improvement ; 
and also to hold and save the Government free from any damages. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to elaborate just a moment on these 
benefits. 

Mr. Ancetu. Colonel, did you say the non-Federal cost was $64,700 ? 

Colonel Mizne. Yes, sir. That is correct. The predominant carrier 
on this section of the waterway, the existing 30-foot waterway, is the 
T-2 type tanker, and heavy coal cargo vessels. The T-2 draws about 
30.5 feet loaded. 

Mr. Mack. How much? 

Colonel Mine. 30.5 feet loaded, and the coal carrier will draw in 
the neighborhood of 29 feet. A 30-foot channel is obviously inade- 
quate for vessels drawing that much water. There should be a couple 
of feet beneath the keels of these vessels. The operators must wait for 
periods of high tide, resulting in a great loss of time, and they experi- 
ence further difficulty in being unable to turn around safely and 
quickly in the existing channel. 

So with the improvement that the Corps of Engineers has recom- 
mended, there will be a material savings to the vessel operators now 
utilizing that waterway. 

We estimate that the average carrier presently utilizing the water- 
way suffers a delay of about 10 hours a day. With the improvements, 
that delay will not be completely eliminated, but it will be materially 
decreased. That is the source of the major portion of the benefits. 

Mr. Aneett. What is the cause for the heavy annual charge? 

39262—54—vol. 113 
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Colonel Mruwe. The heavy annual charge is due to two causes: 
(1) The initial cost is $2,040,600, which is fairly substantial. When 
you amortize that over 50 years it makes a sizable figure. Actually 
it amounts to $71,960 for interest and amortization on the initial 
investment. 

The second part of the cost would be the annual maintenance, which 
is $13,100 per year. 

Mr. AnceLi. My question had reference to the annual maintenance. 

Colonel Mizne. The annual maintenance cost is not so high. Out 
of the total of $85,060 annual charges, the maintenance cost is $13,100 
based on current prices, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Why do you include that item of amortization ? 

Colonel Mune. That is the way we determine whether a project is 
economically justified. We take the initial cost and then assume that 
that project has an economic life of 50 years. Then we amortize the 
cost of the project over 50 years to arrive at one part of the annual 
charge, and to that we add the maintenance to determine the Federal 
Government’s investment in that project on a yearly basis, and com- 
pare that with the benefits. 

Mr. Anceti. That is allocating the total cost and annual mainte- 
nance spread over the 50-year period ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. That is right. 

Mr. Ancevx. Of course, that retirement portion has nothing to do 
with the maintenance ¢ 

Colonel Mine. That is right. And another thing, Mr. Chairman, 
in this amortization we do include interest. 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any questions from the right? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceiu. From the left? 

Mr. Avucuincvoss. Is there much industrial waste or sewage in that 
river? 

Colonel Mrine. Very little, sir. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Of course, that would affect the cost to the Gov- 
ernment, would it not? 

Colonel Mune. If there were industrial wastes which would form 
a deposit on the bottom and tend to shoal the river, then it would 
increase the Government's cost. As you know, we have made and 
are making now a very extensive search throughout the United States 
for areas where industry is depositing waste in navigable water ways 
that shoal those waterways. Where we do uncover them we have 
asked industry to pay to us an amount of money equal to the cost of 
dredging. 

Mr. Ance.i. Will you supply that information for the record at 
this point ¢ 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Pollution in the river does not materially affect the existing navigation 
project. The domestic waste is sewered and treated. Wastes from three plants 
of the paper industry in the lower river form the major portion of industrial 
wastes in the waterway, and do not affect shoaling in the project area. 

Mr. Mack. How on upstream does tidewater go? 

Colonel Mitne. Tidewater on the Hackensack goes to mile 21. In 
other words, it goes just above Hackensack itself. 
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Mr. Mack. In other words, these boats going upstream, if they have 
too large a cargo, must delay their trip upstream until the tide comes 
in ¢ : : i 

Colonel Mine. They do 1 of 2 things. They either delay the trip 
or else partially unload somewhere else and go up light. 

Another thing I did not bring out earlier is that in this particular 
stretch of the river, traffic is limited to the daylight hours, which 
makes the problem even more severe. 

Mr. Mack. How far inland, or how many miles inland does the 
35-foot channel go? 

Colonel Miutne. From the bay to the end of the present 35-foot 
channel is 3 miles. | 

Mr. Mack. How long is this proposed improvement ¢ 

Colonel Mine. The proposed improvement would be 5.7 miles long. 

Mr. Macx. In other words, it would go inland about 9 miles from 
the entrance? 

Colonel Miine. That is right. 

Mr. AnoeLu. Are there any other questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGeLt. Thank you, Colonel. 

Is Congressman Widnall present, or his representative / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceui. Is Congressman Frank C. Osmers here ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcuincioss. I would lke to ask unanimous consent that they 
may file statements as Representatives of this district, if they care to 
do SO. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, that will be the order. 

Are there any other witnesses present who desire to be heard on the 
Hackensack project ? 

(No response. ) 

(The following material was submitted for the record :) 

AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington 6, D. C., February 25, 1954. 
Subject: River and harbor authorization bill, 1955, Hackensack River, N. J. 
(H. Doc. No. 252, 82d Cong.) 
Hon. HoMer S. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ANGELL: The American Merchant Marine Institute was unfortunately 
unable to be represented at the hearings of your subcommittee on February 4, 
1954, at which the Hackensack River, N. J., project was considered. Since a num- 
ber of American-flag steamship companies which are members of the institute 
operate in this waterway, we are deeply concerned in the much-needed improve- 
ment of the Hackensack River, N. J., channel, in order to bring about increased 
efficiency in navigation. Accordingly, I am taking this opportunity of making our 
views known by letter, and respectfully request that this communication be incor- 
porated in the record of your hearings and that it be considered in support of 
the inclusion of the Hackensack River project in the 1955 river and harbor 
authorization bill. 

The existing Corps of Engineers project for Hackensack River, a part of the 
comprehensive project for Newark Bay, Hackensack and Passaic Rivers, pro- 
vides for a channel 30 feet deep And 400 feet wide from the upper end of the 
Newark Bay Channel to the Central Railroad of New Jersey bridge, a distance 
of 1.1 miles; then 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide to a point about 2,000 feet 


north of the Delaware, Lackawana & Western Railroad bridge, a distance of 
2.8 miles; then about 12.6 miles of 12-foot depth channels. 
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At a public hearing held on March 6, 1946, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute requested deepening of the existing 30-foot channel to 35 feet and a 
turning basin for deep-draft vessels immediately upstream of the northerly 
limit of the existing 30-foot channel. In justification for the desired improve- 
ment, the American Merchant Marine Institute stated that a depth of 35 feet 
was required by the large colliers and tankers using the channel and that the 
limitations of the present channel caused expensive delays in the movement of 
the large ships while awaiting favorable tide and wind conditions. In regards the 
turning basin request, turning of a large tanker or collier in the existing channel 
which is not of sufficient width to permit such turning, is a difficult and hazard- 
ous operation, subject to accidents because of the possibility of collison or 
grounding. 

The Chief of Engineers, after fully considering the reports of the district en- 
cineer, recommended modification of the existing project to provide for deepen- 
ing the existing 30-foot project channel in Hackensack River, including the 
existing 30-foot approach channel in Newark Bay upstream from the branch 
channel at Newark terminal, to a depth of 34 feet in rock and 32 feet in other 
material with widening at the bends, and for a turning basin 25 feet deep in 
Hackensack River at the upper end of this channel. 

Although the American Merchant Marine Institute feels that the greater 
depth should be provided for the larger, more economical vessels now replacing 
the T-2 type tankers then in use, it concurs in, and fully endorses, the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCIS T. GREENE, 
Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Ance.t. If not, we will proceed with the next project. 
Misprtti0on River, Det. 


Mr. Ancetu. The next project is the Mispillion River in Delaware, 
contained in House Document 229. 

Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear your presentation of that 
project. You may proceed, Colonel. 

Colonel Miune. The report on the Mispillion River, Del., is con- 
tained in Senate Document 229 of the 81st Congress, 2d session au- 
thorized by the Senate Public Works Committee in a resolution 
adopted on April 27, 1948. 

The Mispillion 1 River rises in the State of Delaware and flows gen- 
erally in an easterly direction and empties into Delaware Bay. It 
taps an area of moderate population and an area in which industry 
runs from medium to light. 

The existing Federal project in the Mispillion River calls for two 
jetties at the entrance, each of those jetties being approximately 
5,800 feet long; a channel 6 feet in depth from water of that depth in 
Gaia Bay, and a channel width of 80 feet through the jetties 
and then the channel narrows down to roughly a 60-foot channel 
that extends along this rather meandering river all the way to Milford. 

Over that channel in the year 1951, 23,570 tons of commodities were 

carried. They were primarily petroleum products and involved about 
300 vessel trips. I am only speaking in terms of cargo carrying 
vessels. I make no reference in this particular project to the recrea- 
tional vessels that do use the rivers. 

Local interests have complained at some length about the difficulties 
that navigation is experiencing due pr imarily t to the lack of the depth 
in the channel and secondly, to the relatively narrow and winding 
course that the Mispillion River assumes. They have requested that 
consideration be given to dredging the channel to 9 feet in depth. 
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After a detailed survey made by our field agencies and careful 
study by the Office of the Chief of Engineers, the Chief of Engineers 
has recommended that the existing project be modified to provide a 
channel 9 feet in depth from water of that depth in Delaware Bay. 
He does not recommend any widening, but does provide for several 
cutoffs to straighten the channel. He also recommends a turning 
basin 120 feet wide by 350 feet long at Milford, Del. 

Mr. Anceti. What do you mean by “cutoff”? A new channel? 

Colonel Miine. Yes,sir. You can see, Mr. Chairman, that the river 
itself is extremely winding. In the old project we have already made 
some cutoffs. Here, for example, is a good indication where one has 
been made. We will simply dredge our channel directly across these 
bends. 

Mr. Ancetxt. Make a new channel, in other words? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. A new channel. That would ease the 
problem of navigation considerably at those particular points. 

Mr. Ancrin. What is the overall length of the improvement ? 

Colonel Mixne. It is 12 miles. 

Mr. Aucutnc oss. Is the terrain in those cutoffs flat, Colonel ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. This whole area is a relatively flat area. 
There is very little drop from Milford to the Bay. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the State of Delaware and the State has concurred in the 
recommendations. Likewise, the Bureau of the Budget has concurred 
in the recommendations. 

The original cost estimate based on the project document showed a 
Federal cost of $414,000 and no non-Federal cost. That cost revised 
to the fall of 1953 shows a Federal cost of $469,420. 

The annual charges based on the revised cost are $34,650. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the re vised 1953 cost, shows 
a ratio of 1.83 to 1. 

We estimate those benefits would come about in this manner. The 
existing channel 6 feet deep is very shallow. Navigation has to either 
wait for the tide or they have to utilize their boats partially loaded. 
In the former case they have a delay and in the latter case they are 
not realizing the full value from their investment in the boats. 

Increasing this depth to 9 feet should be satisfactory for the bulk 
of all the cargo vessels that will be bringing produce into the area. 

Mr. Anceti. What type of craft is using it? 

Colonel Mirne. They have barges and motorboats. Generally the 
draft will range from 7 to 10 feet. 

By providing the deeper channel traffic should increase to something 
in the neighborhood of 62,000 tons a year. This is a conservative 
estimate. This traffic would consist of three ms ajor products, namely, 
logs, fertilizer and a rather substantial increase in petroleum products. 

The transportation savings on those products would vary from 
something like 75 cents a ton to a dollar and 75 cents a ton. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel. 

Our colleague, Congressman Warburton, a member of this com- 
mittee, desires to be heard on this project, and you may proceed now 
if you so desire. 








































184 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT B. WARBURTON, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS AT LARGE FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


Mr. Warzsurton. Thank you. 

First I would like to thank the colonel for his very able presenta- 
tion in regard to this project, which is, of course, of great interest 
to me, naturally. I would like to add a few points to what the colonel 
already said in possible clarification of his presentation. 

First I would like to point out that the city of Milford itself is a 
metropolis area of practically our two lower counties of Sussex and 
Kent. It isa primary terminal as far as waterborne and trucking car- 
goes are concerned. I brought up to date some of the figures that 
appeared in the original report of the Board, dated April 19, 1950, 
and discovered that the area which the town of Milford and this river 
from this particular standpoint serves now has a population of 100,000 
people. It is just under 100,000, as a matter of fact. The total area 
it serves is approximately 15,000 square miles. The area still remains 
predominantly agricultural, but there has been a considerable influx 
of other industries into the area 

The colonel did indicate spec sifieally in his discussion that he was 
discussing only the one aspect of the haulage up the river of indus- 
trial products, as such. These products are oil, fertilizer, and logs. 
However, the town of Milford itself is the center of another industry 
considered to be primarily recreational, but it is an industry as far 
as the city is concerned. That is, it is one of the centers of recrea- 
tional fishing in the State of Delaware. 

I would invite the attention of my colleagues to the last report w ith 
respect to the partir ‘ular aspect which indicates on page 6 that in the 
year 1947, 2,635 round trips by recreational fishing craft were made. 
T have had the opportunity of checking vesterday with the mayor of 
the town of Milford, and he indicates that that number of trips has 
increased substantially, as has the recreational fishing population. 

In 1948 the number of passengers carried for that purpose was 
69,800 down this river, and it has now gotten to be above 80.000 to 
85,000, and makes a substantial contribution to the economic life of 
that whole particular area. 

An aspect also that I believe might be of interest is this: The town 

f Milford maintains a relatively substantial boatbuilding and boat- 
repair industry also, securing its primary vield from the commercial 
fisheries, the menhaden fisheries, which are based in the town of Lewis, 
some considerable distance down the coast. The boats built there are 
repaired at Milford for this industry and they are of a fairly sub- 
stantial size, running 165 to 175 feet in length. T think it would be 
obvious that the authorization of and completion of this project is 
going to be of substantial benefit as far as that other aspect of this 
area’s industry is concerned. 

The question of the undertakings on the part of the local people 
still remains firm, according to the information I received yesterday. 
That is, this area along the river in the area indicated by the colonel 
is basically flat and level salt marsh, and therefore all of the necessary 
easements, rights-of-way, and spoilage areas are available and se- 
curable. It is the desire of the people of the area to give such 
further assurance with regard to damages as the Corps of Engineers 
would require. 
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I think it is a project that obviously to me at least deserves con- 
siderable attention, and I would welcome the close attention of the 
committee to it. 

Senator Williams has asked, because of his inability to be here this 
morning, as to whether he might be able to secure unanimous consent 
of the committee to furnish for the record a statement which he has 
prepared for your consideration. 

Mr. Anceixi. Without objection, that statement will be received 
and inserted in the record. 

Mr. Warsurton. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement of Senator John J. Williams is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN J. WILLIAMS 
MISPILLION RIVER, DEL 


Mr. Chairman, this project was first adopted on March 2, 1919, and modified 
on August 26, 1937, providing for a channel 6 feet deep at mean low water, 80 
feet wide in Delaware Bay to the mouth, thence 60 feet wide to Milford, Del., and 
for 2 parallel stone filled pile and timber jetties at the mouth. The river length 
is about 12 miles, and was completed according to these specification in 1939. 

Due to the great increased commerce upon this stream, business interests of 
Kent and Sussex Counties, Del., brought to my attention the necessity of seek- 
ing authorization by the Congress to modify the project to provide a channel 
9 feet deep and 80 feet wide from water of 9 feet depth in Delaware Bay to the 
mouth, thence 9 feet deep and 60 feet wide to the head of navigation at Milford. 
I introduced legislation in the United States Senate during the Slst Congress 
to authorize such modifications. The Army district engineer, the division engi- 
neer and finally the Board of Army Engineers have approved legislation provid- 
ing for such modification of the existing project. 

I am satisfied that the facts which will be presented at this hearing will 
demonstrate the urgency and widespread need for this improvement in order to 
properly serve Kent and Sussex Counties, Del., advantageously with fertilizer, 
petroleum, and other essential commodities 

There is also a very important shipbuilding industry located at Milford. 
This industry is now building yachts in 40- and 47-foot lengths, and repairs 
fishing boats up to 60 feet in length which should draw from 6 to 7 feet. At 
the nearby port of Lewes is situated one of the largest Menhaden fishing in- 
dustries in the United States, and a 9-foot channel would permit this ship 
building industry to repair the fishing steamers which run 120 to 150 feet in 
length. This would double the present volume of business of this single industry 


and would save some 12 hours’ time on each vessel handled. The proposed 
9-foot channel is, therefore, vitally needed to improve the commerce on the river 
and as a harbor in time of storm for the fishing fleet of the menhaden industries 


located at Lewes 

There are several petroleum companies which utilize this river For example, 
the Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. has a present volume of business annually at Milford 
at 100,000 barrels. The capacity of the barge now in use for transporting this 
volume is 3,571 barrels. Should the channel be increased to 9 feet the barge 
eould be increased to 7,200 barrels, thus saving the full day’s time It is esti- 
mated that the increase in the petroleum business alone in the next 2 or 3 years 
will be some 22 percent. There are more than 3,000 homes which are supplied 
with fuel oil through the utilization of this river 

I, therefore, strongly urge this committee to authorize the project in the 
omnibus rivers and harbors bill which you are now considering 


Mr. Aneritt. Are there any questions from Colonel Milne or our 
colleague, Congressman Warburton, on this subject? 

Mr. Becker. The only question T would like to ask is T see at the 
top of the map a Milford proposed turning basin. Is that included 
in the $460,000? 

Colonel Mritnr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. That is all I wanted to ask. 
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Mr. Mack. Since Mr. Warburton mentioned menhaden, I would 
like to say that it is the largest fish industry, in volume, in the United 
States. There is no fishing industry that compares with it in volume. 
The pilchards come second, and then come tuna and salmon. Of 
course, tuna and salmon are larger from the standpoint of monetary 
value, but not in volume. 

Mr. Warsvurton. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Mack. Do they build boats there for the menhaden industry ? 

Mr. Warsurron. We have one of the largest plants of that nature 
in the world. It is a substantial industry in that part of the State. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. If the gentleman would yield I would like to 
say in this next project he will hear some more about menhaden. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any questions ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any additional witnesses who desire to be 
heard on this project? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


SHoaL Harsor anp Compton Creek, N. J. 


Mr. Anceiu. The next project is Shoal Harbor and Compton Creek 
in New Jersey. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with this project. 

Colonel Mitne. The report on Shoal Harbor and Compton Creek 
is contained in House Document No. 80 of the 82d Congress, Ist ses- 
sion, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Shoal Harbor is a small indentation in the coast of New Jersey 
as Sandy Hook Bay. Compton Creek is a tidal creek running into 
Shoal Harbor. This creek extends for about 114 mile and is tidal 
over its entire length. 

The area tapped by Compton Creek is of moderate population. 
It is particularly important as a fishing center. The existing Federal 
project for the Shoal Harbor and Compton Creek provides for a 
channel 8 feet from water of that depth in Sandy Hook, and 150 
feet in width, and then narrowing down to a channel 75 feet wide, still 
8 feet deep as it gets into the creek proper. It extends upstream 0.6 
mile from the jetties. Incidentially, the stone jetty was built by 
local interests at a much earlier time. 

In the year 1951 over 85,000 tons of commerce utilized this water- 
way. The commerce was confined almost entirely to menhaden fish. 
Over 2,000 vessel trips were used to bring that very large quantity of 
fish into this area, where it is processed and distributed as a commercial 
product. 

Local interests have complained for some time that the existing 
project is inadequate to meet the needs of the vessels presently utilizing 
this waterway. They have indicated a channel 8 feet deep is not 
sufficient, and have recommended a channel 14 feet in depth. They 
have also recommended an extension of the jetty and suggested that 
additional consideration be given to widening the channel. 

A fter considering the requests of local interests and going thoroughly 
into the problems involved, the Chief of Engineers feels that certain 
improvements are required to meet the needs of present and prospective 
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commerce. He does not feel that a channel 14 feet in depth is re- 
quired. He recommends that a channel 12 feet in depth with the 
same width as the existing channel be provided. 

The extension of the jetty would do very little to relieve the 
situation at the entrance and extension is accordingly not recom- 
mended. 

The recommendations have been furnished to the State of New 
Jersey and the State has indicated approval of those recommenda- 
tions. Likewise, the recommendations have been furnished to the 
Bureau of the Budget and have been concurred in by that agency. 

Based on the document as published the Federal costs are $105,000 
and the non-Federal costs are $105,000, for a total cost of $210,000. 
Those costs revised to 1953 data show a Federal cost of $171,000 and 
a non-Federal cost of $105,000, for a grand total of $276,000. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $26,800. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised charges, is 1.56 to 1. 

I would like to cover two things in a little more detail: (1) Benefits, 
and (2) the matter of local cooperation. 

Mr. Ance.u. Before you go into that, Colonel, why does the Federal 
cost increase and not the non-Federal cost under the revised schedule ? 

Colonel Miine. That is one of the points I would like to explain. 
As I have said, the present channel is 8 feet in depth, and the type 
of craft utilizing it are drawing anywhere from 8 to 12 feet of water. 
The result being, of course, that they have to wait for periods of high 
tide to get in and out of that channel. 

In addition to the loss of time that they actually suffer through this 
delay they have a further loss as a result of damage to their craft 
because of the relatively shallow water in Compton Creek. 

We have analyzed the problem and have felt that the provision of 
this deeper 12-foot channel would permit the bulk of the vessels to 
utilize the waterway without any regard to tidal conditions. In addi- 
tion it would materially decrease the damage to vessels that is pres- 
ently being suffered by the fishing fleet. A combination of less damage 
and a greater catch of fish would result in material savings to the local 
community. Those two items are the principal sources of the benefits 
that we feel would accrue as a result of the deepening of the channel 
from 8 to 12 feet. 

Now I would like to discuss for a moment local cooperation. In 
accordance with the project document we have recommended that 
local interests contribute in cash 50 percent of the first cost of work, 
but not to exceed $105,000; that they furnish lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, and spoil-disposal area; that they hold and save the Federal 
Government free from damages; and that they deepen to 14 feet the 
berths in terminals on improved channels and construct a public wharf 
required under the existing project. 

The reason for the high participation by the local interests is that 
our analysis shows that a great portion of the benefits that are attrib- 
utable to this improvement are local in nature. Accordingly we felt 
that a participation of one-half of the cost of the project was justified, 
and so recommended. 

In answering your question, Mr. Chairman, as to why the Federal 
costs went up and the non-Federal costs remained the same, the answer 
is that the language in the project document called for a cash contribu- 
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tion of 50 percent of the cost, but not to exceed $105,000. To be con- 
sistent with the recommendations that we have been making recently, 
that language should be changed to state that local interests contribute 
in cash 50 percent of the first cost of the project presently estimated 
to be $138,000. 

I would like to ask your permission to change the language that we 
have in our report. 

Mr. Anceii. Without objection, that permission will be granted. 

Colonel, that participation by local interests of $105,000 includes 
the costs of rights-of-way, and so on ¢ 

Colonel Miner. No, sir. The 50 percent is a cash contribution of 
the actual cost of dredging that channel. Rights-of-way and other 
things will be additional. 

Mr. Ancoett. In addition to that? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancerx. Our colleague, Congressman Auchincloss, is interested 
in this project and we would be glad to hear from you now, Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Mr. Chairman, there is very little 1 can add to 
what the colonel has already said. He said it so well. 

This is primarily of interest to the menhaden industry, which has 
a large plant there, the J. Howard Smith Co. They operate over 
84 vessels out of this port. I think the colonel will substantiate or 
confirm my statement that during the war and subsequent to the 
war we had a couple of occasions where emergency dredging crews 
had to be brought in there because of the necessity of this industry in 
the production of the oil which they would take from the fish. 

I think the community is ready to cooperate entirely in this matter 
and do everything that the engineers suggest. I also believe that if 
this channel is deepened as recommended, that the maintenance costs 
will materially decrease from the present rate. 

Is that not a fair statement ¢ 

Colonel Minne. I think that is right, sir. It would be hard to 
indicate how much the maintenance would increase over the present 
8-foot channel. There would definitely be some increase in cost. 

Mr. Avcuinecioss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee of Colonel Milne or our colleague, Mr. Auchincloss ? 

Mr. Mack. I am very familiar with the fishing industry and time is 
certainly of the essence in handling fish, getting them to the plant 
and moving them to the market. A few hours daily may result in 
a great financial loss to the fishermen and the processors of the fish. 

Mr. Aneeti. Are there any other questions or observations? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancevi. Are there any other witnesses present who desire to 
be heard on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoety. If not, we will proceed to the next project on our 
agenda. 


Larrte Creek, Kentv Istanp, Queen ANNes County, Mp. 


Mr. Anceti. The next project on our agenda is Little Creek, Kent 
Island, in Maryland, in House Document No. 715. 





aah | 


ie 





































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 1S9 


Mr. Warsurton. Mr. Chairman, our colleague, Representative 
Miller of Maryland, hoped to be here this morning. 

Mr. Anceti. Yes. We have called him and he will be here in about 
15 minutes. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with this project, if you will, please. 

Colonel Mine. The report on Little Creek, Kent Island, Queen 
Annes County, Md., is contained in House Document 715 of the 81st 
Congress, second session, and it was ec in accordance with the 
authority granted in the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Little Creek is a tidal estu: wry in the general Chesapeake Bay area 
On the larger map I think you will get a much clearer idea of this 
estuary. It is adjacent to Crab Alley Creek and Little Creek itself 
flows into Crab Alley Bay. The area that Little Creek drains is a 
relatively sparsely settled area. It is completed dependent upon the 
fishing industry. 

There is no Federal project at Little Creek at this time. In 1961 
500 tons of oysters were caught in the oyster beds off Little Creek 
and processed and sold in the Little Creek area. However, there have 
been a great number of difficulties attending navigation in this vie inity. 

The controlling depth of Little Creek is 21/ , feet. As a result the 
oyster people have to wait for favorable eénditions of tide to go out 
to the fishing area. It has been estimated that during the winter 
months they will experience delays of as long as 3 days because of 
the shallow depth in Little Creek. 

There are a total of 55 oyster boats based on Little Creek. All of 
those boats are actively engaged in the catching of oysters. In addi- 
tion, there are a number of boats in Crab Alley Creek that would 
move over to this area if provision were made for a greater depth in 
this channel. 

Local interests requested consideration be given to a channel of some 
6 or 7 feet in depth. The Corps of Engineers has made a detailed 
investigation. Based on these studies we believe that a channel of 
7 feet in depth approximately 60 feet in width is economically justi- 
fied. That channel would extend from water of the 7-foot contour, 
in Crab Alley Bay into Little Creek. At the upper end of the pro- 
posed chi annel provision would be made for a small turning basin. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have ‘been fur- 
nished to the State of Maryland, and the State has indicated concur- 
rence. Likewise the Bureau of the Budget has indicated their 
concurrence with our recommendations. 

Based on the cost estimate as contained in the project document we 
show a Federal cost of $22,000 and a non-Federal cost of $1,000 for a 
grand total of $23,000. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show 
a Federal cost of $25,700 and a non-Federal cost of $1,100, for a grand 
total of $26,800. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $1,860. 

The annual benefits—and I would like to elaborate on that in just 
a moment—are estimated to be $13,900, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 
7.5 to 1. 

The lack of adequate depth in Little Creek delays the oyster fleet. 
It sometimes actually prevents them from getting out for a number 
of days. We have madea very careful study of the area and the fishing 
possibilities. The 55 boats that are presently there are losing an aver- 
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age of 10 days a year out of their fishing season. We must remember 
that the oyster season is not a year-round season. I believe it runs 
from September to April. Out of that relatively short season each 
boat loses 10 days because of the lack of any adequate depth in Little 
Creek. 

Based on an average catch of 200 bushels of oysters per vessel per 
day you can see that the loss of 10 days for 55 vessels can amount 
to considerable production. A bushel of oysters, after taking off all 
operating costs nets about $1. 

In addition to materially increasing the catch that the local fisher- 
men could have, an improved project would reduce damages to their 
craft. The average damages experienced by the oyster fleet due to 
this shallow water are about $800 a vear. We have included that as 
a benefit. However, the primary benefit is attributable to the increased 
oyster catch. 

Mr. Ancetz. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee on this 
project ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anceti. Representative Miller is interested in this project as 
well as several others in Maryland, and I have been in communication 
with him. He does not find it convenient to come in just at this time, 
but he will come in tomorrow and he desires to be heard on all of these 
projects in Maryland in which he is interested. 

Mr. Scupper. You made mention of the fact that there is a catch 
of oysters. Are those oysters public oysters or are they oysters owned 
by the people who harvest them ? 

Colonel Minne. I believe that those oysters are public oysters, but 
I would want to verify that. The State of Maryland has taken a great 
interest in providing oyster beds and they are very instrumental in 
keeping those beds seeded. 

Mr. Scupper. I know in many instances where oyster companies 
own their own beds and harvest their own oysters, which would put 
a different light on the operation, as far as my thinking is concerned. 
If you were expending Government funds to assist commercial firms 
to harvest their own oysters is one thing, or whether these are public 
beds and harvested by licensed fishermen, who take the oysters from 
a public bed there would be some compensation to the State. 

Colonel Mitne. I have verified, Mr. Scudder, and those beds are 
leased beds on public lands. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to ask a question. It may sound facetious, 
but it is not intended as such. The object here is to help the oyster 
people increase their catch. 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Is there a great need for that and a great market for 
it? Sometime the Government might be asked to take the surplus of 
the catch in these areas. After all, is there evidence of a market for 
this increased catch if we should increase the facilities enabling them 
to increase the catch ? 

Colonel Mizne. The overall fish catch, including shellfish and edible 
fish, does not produce a surplus on the market today. Any provision 
made whereby you can increase the catch, of course within reason, of 
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the edible fish and shellfish, is not going to glut the market, but on 
the contrary will provide a needed increase in the Nation’s food supply. 

Mr. Becker. But is it not true that down through the years—and I 
come from a fishing area on Long Island—with oysters, and clams, and 
other fish, that these commercial fishing projects have depleted these 
beds by their constant practice of taking out more and more of the 
shellfish. In that way they have depleted them in areas by just run- 
ning them to death. 

Colonel Miine. I think that is true. 

Mr. Becker. They do not have a chance to reseed and regrow. 

Colonel Mixne. I think that is true. There has been a tendency to 
deplete fishing areas. Now, the State of Maryland has recognized 
that and they have a very active program of reseeding these oyster 
beds. I also understand they have certain State laws on conservation 
that prohibit oystering in a bed, let us say, in certain months. They 
try to rotate the people so that the depletion of the oyster beds will 
not take place. 

Mr. Becker. Then you are getting into two angles. The State is 
paying for the reseeding and for keeping these beds going for the 
commercial fishermen, and the Federal Government is being asked to 
spend more money to deepen the channel in order to enable them to 
take more oysters out of there. 

I know depletion has been going on for years. We have had that 
problem raised from time to time. Yet the market at times has been 
glutted with the stuff when the beds were being completely depleted. 
We have had oyster beds completely wiped out by commercial fisher- 
men. The same is true with deep sea fishing and netting. They have 
driven fish, at times, completely off the shore of Long Island. There 
is no interest whatever shown in conservation for the beds, except by 
the State, but just a desire to take out as much as they can and let 
somebody else worry about it later. 

That may seem a little farfetched, but I think it is all mvolved in 
the question of whether or not it is worth while to deepen these chan- 
nels and spend the money in order to increase all of these catches. 
The problem is whether or not it is a good thing for the future. 

Mr. Mack. I might say in answer to Mr. Becker that there is a 
great oyster industry in my district. In 1 community there are 6 
oyster canneries employing 80 people each. The take of oysters is 
tremendous and there has always been a ready market for the raw 
oysters, oyster stews, and smoked oysters. The canners have had no 
difficulty in selling their entire output. 

Mr. Brecker. Of course, our oysters on the east coast are prime 
oysters. 

Mr. AnceLL. Does this project help in any way anything other than 
the oyster industry ? 

Colonel Mrz. It is primarily concerned with the oyster industry. 

Mr. AncewL. Fishing? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancexx. Are there pleasure craft in the area ? 

Colonel Mixing. There could possibly be pleasure craft, but the 
provision for the channel has nothing to do with any requirement of 
= craft. It is designed entirely to meet the needs of the fishing 
crait. 
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Mr. Ancewi. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Mack. Are shore installations for processing oysters located 
there ¢ 

Colonel Miznez. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. These plants employ quite a few people—as I said, from 
60 to 80 in each plant. 

Mr. Anoewi. Is that area given over pretty much to the oyster 
industry ? 

Colonel Mixne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any further questions from members of 
the committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancei. Are there any other witnesses present who desire to 
be heard on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancexu. If not we will proceed with the next project on the 
agenda. 


ANCHORAGE aT Lowes Wuarr, Tatsor Country, Mp. 


Mr. Anocetit. The next project is Lowes wharf in Maryland, as 
contained in House Document No. 90. 

Colonel Milne, you may present that project. Before you proceed 
with that, are you prepared to take up some of these others which 
we had listed for tomorrow ? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. I am not. 

Mr. Anegett. You would not have the data here? 

Colonel Mitne. I am sorry. I am not prepared on those. 

Mr. Anceti. You may proceed with this project, Colonel. 

Colonel Mitne. The report on Lowes Wharf Anchorage in Mary- 
land is contained in House Document No. 90 of the 82d Congress, Ist 
session, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Lowes wharf is located on the east side of Chesapeake Bay. I think 
the committee can see much better from the larger map the details of 
Lowes wharf. It is off the Ferry Cove area of the C hesapeake Bay, 
and like the project we have just finished discussing it is an area 
primarily devoted to the fishing industry. 

There is no Federal project authorized at Lowes wharf Ft this time. 
In 1951 there was a catch of about 1,500 tons of fish, or I should say 
1,000 tons of shellfish or oysters and 500 tons of edible fish. They 
were handled over Lowes wharf, which was incidentally built by 
local interests. 

The local fishing fleet that works out of the Lowes wharf area moors 
in natural deepwater on the north side of the wharf. During the 
early spring and summer that is not a particularly bad arrangement. 
Hewaen in the wintertime the ice drifts down this way and squeezes 
the fleet and does a great deal of damage. Sometimes it tears the 
vessels loose from their moorings and they drift out. At other times 
the ice will no a great deal of damage to the boats themselves. The 
local people have requested that consideration be given to providing 
some type of a shelter, or some type of a channel so that they could get 
away from the annual damages to their boats. 
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The Chief of Engineers has studied the area and the requirements 
of local interests and has come to the conclusion that. the provision 
of a channel to the south of Lowes wharf and a small turning basin 
in front of Lowes wharf would provide sufficient shelter for the 
existing fishing fleet and give them better access to the fishing grounds. 

That recommendation has been furnished to the State of Maryland 
and the State has indicated its concurrence. Likewise, the Burean of 
the Budget indicated concurrence with those recommendations. 

The cost of the project as contained in the original document shows 
$29,200 Federal cost and $6,000 non-Federal cost, for a grand total of 
= 200. The revised cost based on prices in the fall of 1953 shows a 

Federal cost of $31,200 and a non-Federal cost of $6,400, for a grand 
total of $37,600. 

The annual charges, again based on that revised cost, are $2,315. 

The benefit-cost ratio, based on the new costs, is 1.8 to 1. 

The local cooperation required is to furnish the rights-of-way and 
spoil disposal areas for the construction and subsequent maintenance ; 
remove existing piling and other structures; construct an adequate 
public bulkhead; hold and save the United States free from damages 
in construction and maintenance, and such damage as may occur to 
the public or leased oysterbeds as a result of construction or main- 
tenance. 

The benefits we have estimated would accrue to the fishing fleet in 
the vicinity of Lowes wharf would be due to: (1) Easier access to 
the fishing grounds; and (2) a shelter from the storms and ice flows 
that take place during the wintertime. 

The existing fleet at Lowes Harbor is composed of 15 to 20 boats, 
permanently docked there; and another 30 vessels utilize those facili- 
ties during a great portion of the oyster season. The elimination of 
damages is one item of benefit. The other principal item would be 
the fact that the vessels that are permanently based there and those 
that come there for occasional fishing would be able to go out into 
the fishing beds a greater proportion of the season. 

We have estimated that the permanent fleet is losing about 10 
daysa year. With the provision of the channel ‘a basin. they could 
utilize a bulk of the fishing season and increase their oyster take. 
So those are the two principal benefits: (1) A greater oyster take; 
and (2) elimination of some of the eas to the fleet that are pres- 
ently taking place. 

Mr. AncetL. Colonel, are those publicly owned oysterbeds also? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. They are. 

Mr. Ancett. What arrangements do they make for parceling out 
those beds to various fishermen ? 

Colonel Minne. By permit issued by the State. 

Mr. Ancet. Are there any questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceit. Any questions on my left! 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancet.. Thank you, Colonel. 

As I stated a moment ago, Representative Miller desires to be 
heard on these 2 projects, and also on the 5 additional projects which 
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are listed for tomorrow. He will be here tomorrow and make a 
presentation covering all of the Maryland projects. 

Is there anyone present who desires to be heard on any of these 
projects we have considered this morning ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Ancety. If not, we stand adjourned until tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 11:20 p. m. the hearing was adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Friday, February 5, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will come to order, as we have quite 
a number of projects we want to dispose of today if it is possible. 

We were considering projects in Maryland when we adjourned 
yesterday. 

First I want to say that Congressman Miller is very much interested 
in these projects, I understand. When Colonel Milne has made his 
statement with reference to the projects Mr. Miller will come before 
the committee and he would.like to be heard at that time on all of the 
Maryland projects. We will give him about fifteen minutes’ notice 
before we conclude Colonel Milne’s presentation. 

The first project to be taken up is the Nanticoke River, in House 
Document 91. 


Nanticoke River, Brvatve, Wicomico Country, Mb. 
Mr. AncGetx. Colonel Milne, you may proceed, if you will, please. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mizner. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Nanticoke River, 
Bivalve, Wicomico County, Md., is contained in House Document 91 
of the 82d Congress, Ist session. This was prepared in accordance 
with the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

Bivalve is a small community in Maryland located on the Nanticoke 
River on the east side of Chesapeake Bay. 

As you might expect, Mr. Chairman, the area is sparse in population 
which is engaged primarily in the fishing industry. 

There is no existing Federal project at Bivalve at this time. Dur- 
ing the WPA days a shelter was built at Bivalve and a basin inside of 
this shelter was dredged out. However, that has deteriorated over 
the years until today it represents at best a very poor shelter for the 
many fishing boats in the vicinity of Bivalve. 

Commerce for the past several years averaged about 1,400 tons 
annually. It is almost entirely comprised of oysters. 
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Navigation has experienced a considerable amount of difficulty in 
this area, due primarily to the lack of a harbor or anchorage 
area. There are some 30 to 40 fishing craft that now must moor 
along the shores of the Nanticoke River. That results, as you might 
well expect, in a great deal of damage to the craft during periods of 
storms, and it often results in considerable delays in getting to the 
fishing grounds. 

Local interests have considered that a channel and shelter basin, or 
anchorage basin, is required to enable them adequately to fish the area 
off the Nanticoke River. They have requested that consideration be 
given to a channel 7 feet in depth and an anchorage basin just inside 
the shoreline of the Nanticoke River in a little area known as Jacksons 
Gut. 

The Chief of Engineers made a very thorough investigation of the 
economics of the area, and the economics of the improved navigation 
project in the vicinity, and has come to the conclusion that a channel 
7 feet in depth and 60 feet wide flaring into an anchorage basin just 
inside Jacksons Gut is economically justified. In addition it is con- 
sidered that the provision of two jetties on either side of the channel 
is necessary to reduce what might be a very excessive amount of 
maintenance at a future date. 

The recommendations of the Corps of Engineers have been furnished 
to the Governor of the State and he has indicated that he was satisfied 
with those recommendations. The Bureau of the Budget, however, 
has indicated certain exceptions, and I think it might be well to read 
into the record that portion of the Bureau of the Budget’s letter that 
is applicable. . 

The report of the Chief of Pngineers indicates that completion of the project 
including a turning basin of 550-foot length would cost $12,700 more than a 
project with a turning basin 350 feet long. While the incremential annual cost 
of an improvement with a 550-foot turning basin over an improvement with a 
350-foot basin is $900, the report shows no increased annual benefits for the 
larger project. Although the report indicates that the additional work could be 
accomplished without, appreciably lowering the favorable benefit-cost ratio, it 
appears that provision of the additional maneuvering area may not be war- 
ranted at this time. Accordingly, it is believed that the turning basin should be 
limited to a length of 350 feet at present and that it should not be extended to 
a length of 550 feet until a feasibility report has been prepared indicating that 
the additional work is economically justified. On this basis I am authorized 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you that there would be 
no objection to the submission of the report to Congress. 

With your permission, I would like to read the comments of the 
Chief of Engineers into the record on that particular point. 

Mr. ANeeLt. You may do so, Colonel. 

Colonel Mrrne. I am just going to read one quotation from the 
report of the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. ANeett. On what page? 

Colonel Minne. It is on page No. 7 of the report, sir, in paragraph 
10 (d): 


And provided further, That the basin shall be constructed 150 feet wide and 
350 feet long initially, and extended to 550 feet in length after its use and 
need is found sufficient in the opinion ef the Chief of Engineers to warrant the 
additional expenditure involved. 


In other words, Mr. Chairman, there is no intent on the part of the 
engineers to construct that basin longer than 350 feet, and it would 
only be constructed to 550 feet if and when it were found desirable. 
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Based on the original project document and the costs at that time 
we estimated that this project would cost $182,300. That included 
$10,000 of non-Federal funds. That was the 350-foot basin. 

For the 550-foot basin—— 

Mr. Ancewu. Is that the present cost ‘ 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. That was the 1949 cost. 

Mr. AncreLL. You are going to give those as corrected for No- 
vember 19534 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. 

The 550-foot basin has a total cost of $195,000. Based on the re- 
vised costs to fall 1953, the Federal cost is $198,000, and the non- 
Federal cost is $10,700, for a total of $208,700. 

The annual charges, again based on the revised costs, are $10,700. 

The benefit-cost ratio, based on the revised costs, is 1.45 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is the furnishing of lands, easements, 
right-of-way, a spoil-disposal area for construction and maintenance, 
and holding and saving the Federal Government free from damages. 
Also, a public landing and approaches and relocation of a power line 
across the mouth of Jacksons Gut. 

The benefits that would be attributable to the construction of this 
project are a reduction in damages to the existing fishing fleet moored 
on the Nanticoke River in the vicinity of Bivalve, and an opportunity 
for the operators of the fishing boats utilizing that area to dispose of 
their catch without being dependent upon conditions of tide. 

Mr. Ancriu. Bivalve is a city, or a county, or just what is it? 

Colonel Minne. It is the name of a little community on the Nanti- 
coke River. 

Mr, ANceit. An unincorporated community ¢ 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANgeLu. This is a new project, Colonel; is it not? 

Colonel Mitnx. It would be a new project, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, AnGeu. There is no improvement of an existing project here 
and no similar project in the vicinity ? 

Colonel Mine. There is no existing project at Bivalve, with the 
exception, as I mentioned earlier, of this former WPA basin. Nanti- 
coke Harbor, several miles southward, is fully utilized. 

Mr. Anes. Is that being utilized now / 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir; it is being utilized. When originally con- 
structed, Mr. Chairman, it was designed to provide a shelter area for 
all of the boats at Bivalve. However, since it has been built the basin 
silted up very badly both inside and outside, so that only a small frac- 
tion of the boats moored in this area are able to take shelter inside 
the WPA basin. 

Mr. Ancety. The project would be and has been used almost ex- 
clusively for fishing; is that true ? 

Colonel Miinz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancexu. Does it afford a refuge harbor ? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir; not in the true sense of a refuge harbor. 
It does provide anchorage for the boats utilizing this area, and to 
that extent a boat in distress could use it; but it is not primarily a 
harbor of refuge. ‘ 

Mr. Anexwtt. Is there provision for anchorage of boats during 24 
hours of the day there, or is it just utilized for loading and unloading 
of the catch? 
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Colonel Miine. There is provision for the boats that are moored 
on the Nanticoke River at Bivalve day in and day out during the year. 

Mr. AncretL. How many boats will it accomodate? 

Colonel Mixne. Forty, sir. 

Mr. AnGe.L. Mr. Steed, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Srexp. No questions. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Auchincloss, have you any questions of Colonel 
Milne? 

Mr. Avucutnc oss. No, I haven't. 

Mr. Ancert. Are there any further questions or any further wit- 
nesses to testify on this project? 

(No response. ) 

Mr, Ance.x. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


Ocean Crry Harpor aANp INLET AND Srnepuxent Bay, Mp. 


Mr. Ancor. Colonel Milne, we will proceed with the next project, 
which is the Ocean City Harbor and Inlet and Sinepuxent Bay, im 
House Document No. 444. 

Colonel Mune. Mr. Chairman, the project at Ocean City Harbor 
and Inlet, Md., is described in House Document 444 of the 82d Con- 
rress, 2d session. It was prepared in accordance with the River and 

larbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

Ocean City, Md., is located on the barrier reef between the Atlantic 
Ocean and Sinepuxent Bay. It is a very attractive recreational area. 
The Federal project at the present time at Ocean City consists of a 
channel 200 feet wide and 10 feet deep through the inlet, and then 
extending in a westerly direction and forming the harbor of Ocean 
City. It has two small turning basins along the harbor proper. 

That is the main channel. In addition to that there are smaller 
channels extending both south and north off the main channel, one 
going down Sinepuxent Bay and the other extending north off the 
channel. Those channels are both narrower and are of lesser depth 
than is the main channel at Ocean City. 

Over this main channel in the year 1951 a total of some 4,500 tons 
of commerce and over 4,600 passengers were transported: The bulk 
of that tonnage was fish. In addition to the commercial traffic, about 
10,000 recreational vessels utilized the channel] during the year. 

Navigation has experienced considerable difficulty in going through 
the Ocean City channel due to two factors: 

(1) A 10-foot depth is not adequate for the type of commercial 
vessel that is presently utilizing that area; and 

(2) Since the channel was constructed it has been shifting to the 
south until now as the boats come in they are being forced into the 
south jetty, and that is creating a very hazardous condition for 
navigation. 

Local interests have requested that consideration be given to pro- 
viding a channel 16 feet deep and widened from 200 feet to 300 feet. 
They also requested that the jetties be raised and certain other im- 
provements in the adjacent channels be made at these points. 

After carefully studying these needs the Chief of Engineers has 
come to the conclusion that certain improvements are economically 
justified. He recommends that the north jetty be raised to 9 feet 














RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 199 


above mean low water and that the main channel of Ocean City be 
increased to a depth of 16 feet through the jetty proper, and 300 feet 
wide, and then gradually narrowing down to a width of 200 feet and 
a depth of 14 feet. 

Those recommendations were referred to the Governor of the State 
and he indicated his concurrence. They have likewise been referred 
to the Bureau of the Budget and the Bureau of the Budget made some 
exceptions to our report. I think it would be well to read a portion 
of the letter from the Bureau of the Budget into the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Very well, Colonel. 

Colonel Minne. It is contained on page 3 of the report. Iam read- 
ing now from the letter dated March 31, 1952: 

If the estimate of benefits were revised to reflect the above considerations, 
the economic justification of the proposed modification might be considerably 
reduced, particularly since 40 percent of the benefits represent estimated sav- 
ings due to the possible shifting of a petroleum terminal from Salisbury to 
Ocean City. However, it would appear in this case only proper to consider 
the comprehensive improvement including the work already done at this local- 
ity together with some recognition of the substantial contribution of $500,000 
made by local interests toward the cost of the existing project. While, there- 
fore, the modification as recommended at this time might be marginal, its 
consideration as an improvement to the existing facilities should not be pre- 
cluded. Accordingly, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget to advise you that, while there would be no objection to the submission 
of the report to Congress, on the basis of the information available to us the 
proposed additional improvements should be considered of low priority at this 
time and in the event of the authorization of the modification a complete 
reevaluation of benefits and costs in the light of the above should be made before 
funds are requested for initiation of construction in order to assure that the 
Federal expenditures requested are justified. 


I should like with your perimssion, sir, to return to those comments 
in a few moments. 

The cost of this project as initially estimated and contained 

Mr. Avucuincioss. May I interrupt you there while you are on that 
subject ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avcnuinc oss. Will you explain a little bit what you mean by 
what you have read on page 3: 





While, therefore, the modification recommended at this time might be 
marginal * * * 

What is meant by marginal? 

Colonel Mitne. The Bureau of the Budget considered that some of 
the benefits might not accrue to the extent we have estimated. There- 
fore the ratio of annual benefits to annual cost would approach unity, 
and the Budget considered that the project might be marginal. 

Mr. Avcninctoss. I understand. Thank you. 

Colonel Miine. The cost of this project as estimated in the House 
Document was $658,000, with no non-Federal cost. That cost revised 
to the fall of 1953 is $706,200. The annual charges based on the 
revised cost are $40,900. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised cost, is 1.43 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is furnishing free of cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way and suitable soil- 


oo area for the new wharf, and subsequent maintenance when 
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as required ; to hold and save the United States free from damages 
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due to the improvements; and, further, that prior to construction 
responsible local interests furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary of the Army that they will install and maintain adequate tank 
storage facilities at Ocean City for the handling of petroleum products. 

I should like to elaborate for a few moments on the benefits. The 
fishing banks during the winter season are right off Ocean City. It 
has been a very attractive area for fishermen at this particular season. 
The fishing fleets from both the North and the South are attracted to 
Ocean City during the winter. However, because of the rather shal- 
low entrance channel they have not. been able to come into Ocean City. 
Instead they take their catch elsewhere, which results in greater 
transportation costs to them and less time for them to fish at the fishing 
banks; and both can be converted into a loss in dollars to the fishing 
fleet. 

Secondly, the existing channel depth is not adequate for the move- 
ment of petroleum products into the area. If the channel were in- 
creased in depth there is every reason to believe that petroleum prod- 
ucts would move into the area at a rather substantial savings. 

Finally, there is the factor of safety and ease to navigation. This 
north jetty has now subsided to below mean low water for nearly its 
entire length, and it should be restored and built up, we recommend, 
to 9 feet above low water. That would prevent (1) waves from coming 
over the top and creating a hazardous condition inside the entrance 
channel; and (2) it would stop the littoral drift of sand which moves 
from south to north. It would prevent it from going over the jetty 
and clogging up the main channel. 

Therefore, because of those reasons we feel that this project is 
economically justified. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, particularly in view of the com- 
ments of the Bureau of the Budget, that if and when a project is 
authorized, and prior to the time the Corps of Engineers would con- 
struct such a project, a very thorough reexamination of the benefits 
would be made. If those benefits do not justify the construction then 
no Federal money is spent. 

Mr. Ancett. I notice from the comment of the Bureau of the 
Budget, Colonel, a portion of which you read into the record, that 
it stated that this project originally received a substantial contribution 
of $500,000 from local interests, but in the present project there is 
no local contribution. Will you explain that? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. I think it is a very interesting story. 

Originally this barrier was a solid reef. The State of Maryland 
desired to do two things: (1) they desired to introduce salt water 
into Sinepuxent Bay in order to further sport fishing through estab- 
lishing edible fish; and, (2) the State desired to create an area that 
would attract recreational craft. 

In 1935 the Federal Government recommended that a project be 
constructed at Ocean City, including the inlet and a channel 12 feet 
deep. Because the benefits were so greatly recreational the Federal 
Government recommended that local interests contribute $500,000 or 
more than half the first cost, which they did. 

In the project we are considering today recreational benefits are not 
involved because the existing channel is deep enough for recreational 
craft, but it is not deep enough for commercial craft. So we feel that 
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the benetits that would accrue as a result of this improvement are gen- 
eral in nature and not recreational or local. 

Mr. Ance.y. What is the depth of the water in the Sinepuxent Bay ? 
Is that sufficiently deep for anchorage, Colonel 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. Not particularly deep. This channel, 
traversing Sinepuxent Bay, is a 6-foot channel. 

Mr. Aneerx. Did that improvement result in making the bay salt 
water ¢ 

Colonel Mrine. Yes, sir, it did, and it resulted in the creation of a 
very fine fishing area. 

Mr. ANGELL. So the purpose for which this project was prosecuted 
was accomplished ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. 

Mr. Anoe.y. Are there any questions on my left? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Aneexti. On my right? 

Mr. Streep. Colonel, I do not think I understand the explanation you 

ave on the annual maintenance costs and why they were so high. 
W Jould you explain that agai, please ‘ 

Colonel Mine. The estimated cost of this project based on the costs 
of the fall of 1953 is $706,200. The annual charges are $40,900. 
Those annual charges are broken down into two parts: 

(1) Annual interest and amortization of the original Federal 
vestment, which amounts to $24,900. 

(2) Annual maintenance of $16,000. 

Only $16,000, the maintenance charge, is what we would anticipate 
would be a yearly out-of-pocket expenditure. 

Mr. Sreep. What constitutes maintenance ? 

Colonel Mine. Two things, sir: the dredging of the channel, and 
the work required in keeping the jetty in a good state of repair; re- 
placing perhaps the armor rock, and things of that nature. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ange. Is there anyone present who desires to be heard on 
this project? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancet.. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


PocomokeE River, Mp. 


Mr. Aneriy. We will proceed to the next project, which is the 
Pocomoke River, Md., House Document No. 486. You may proceed, 
Colonel. 

Colonel Mine. The report on the Pocomoke River, Md., is con- 
tained in House Document No. 486, 81st Congress, 2d session, pre- 
pared in accordance with the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

The Pocomoke River rises in the State of Delaware and flows some 
54 miles into Tangier Sound, which is an arm of the Chesapeake Bay. 
The area is rather sparsely populated and depends predominantly 
on fishing as a means of livelihood. 

The existing Federal project is a channel 9 feet in depth and 100 
to 130 feet wide, extending up the Pocomoke River. 
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Mr. AnGELL. What distance does it extend up the river, Colonel? 

Colonel Mine. It goes up the river four and a half miles. In addi- 
tion to that project there is a Federal project 7 feet in depth and 100 
feet wide through and across Pocomoke Sound, and then across an 
area called The Muds, and then going close to the shore and upstream. 

The local interests who have utilized this project have had consid- 
erable trouble in traversing this section to reach the deeper water up- 
stream in the Pocomoke River. To utilize that greater depth they 
have to transfer their produce from one boat to another boat, or else 
have to load light in order to get across this relatively shallow chan- 
nel across Pocomoke Sound. 

They have asked that consideration be given to the provision of a 
channel some 12 feet in depth across The Muds. 

Over this existing Federal channel in the year 1952 there was trans- 
ported more than 54,000 tons of commerce. That commerce was 
predominantly petroleum products, fertilizer, and seafood. 

The Chief of Engineers has given consideration to the requirements 
of local interests, but has found that a 12-foot project is not eco- 
nomically justified based on the type ef craft presently in the area. 
He feels that a channel of 11 feet would adequately serve the needs 
of the community, both now and in the foreseeable future. He gave 
consideration to the location of that channel and studied two possible 
locations : One would be primarily deepening the existing 7-foot chan- 
nel to 11 feet and confining it to the same general location. How- 
ever our experience in this area already has shown that to maintain a 
7-foot channel is difficult due to the fact that the bottom of Pocomoke 
Sound is extremely soft and the material tends to wash back into the 
channel about as fast as it is dredged. So he recommends that a new 
channel 11 feet in depth be dredged along an alinement closer to the 
shore, where the material is much firmer. The spoil material from 
the dredged channel would be used to form a dike on the water side 
of the channel, which would assist in reducing future maintenance 
costs. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been trans- 
mitted to the Governor of the State of Maryland, and he has indicated 
his concurrence. Likewise, those recommendations have been trans- 
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget, who concur in them. 

Based on the project document the original cost was estimated to 
be $540,000 Federal and $1,000 non-Federal. Those costs revised and 
brought up to date as of November 1953 show a Federal cost of 
$678,300, and a non-Federal cost of $1,100, for a total of $679,400. 

The annual charges, again based on those revised costs, show a total 
of $24,060. The benefit-cost ratio based on the November 1953 costs 
is 1.52 to 1. 

Local cooperation is required to provide lands, easements and rights- 
of-way ; to peovens all spoil disposal areas necessary for the construc- 
tion and subsequent maintenance of the project; and to hold and save 
the United States free from damages, including such damages as may 
occur to public or leased oyster beds. 

The benefits that would accrue as a result of the deepening of this 
channel from 7 to 11° feet would come from lower transportation 
costs. The ships carrying petroleum products, for example, which 
v~annot load to full capacity because of this 7-foot channel, could 
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load to their full capacity with the provision of an 11-foot channel. 
The savings are now estimated at 60 cents a ton for petroleum 
products. 

That same thing is true when we consider fertilizer. The boats 

carrying fertilizer are unable to load to full capacity. If they could 

load to full ‘apacity—and if they had an 11-foot channel they could 
do just that—they could save something like 58 cents a ton on that 
commodity at this time. 

In addition, it is believed a rather substantial amount of pulpwood 
would move if an 11-foot channel is provided, because the barges 
that are utilized in that trade all draw about 10 feet. So the bene- 
fits are all transportation savings and we feel they are sufficient to 
warrant the construction of the project. 

Mr. Ancetx. Colonel Milne, are there any recreational benefits 
involved. 

Colonel Mitne. There are no recreational benefits. 

Mr. Anceu. Is that a year-round operation for fishing craft ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is a year-round operation for the commercial 
craft. Fishing craft are seasonal. ‘But this project will serve two 
types of commerce, fishing craft and commercial craft. 

Mr. ANGELL. Are oysterbeds involved in this project, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miune. No, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions on my left of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions on my right? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Colonel, you mentioned how much maintenance 
costs ¢ 

Colonel Minne. Nothing over and above what it is costing us now 
to maintain the existing 7-foot channel. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That was what I wastrying to get at. You men- 
tioned a figure previously of several thousand dollars, and the report 
— there are no additional maintenance costs over that which is now 

equired. 

Jolonel Minne. The annual cost of maintenance of the Pocomoke 
River project is $19,000 for the section through “The Muds.” 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is what I wanted to bring out. You men- 
tioned the $19,000 figure, but I would like to make clear in the record 
is $19,000 is the present cost of maintenance and this project will 
require no increased cost of maintenance. Is that correct? 

Colonel Miune. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. The cost would be the same whether this project is 
constructed or not ? 

Colonel Maine. As far as maintenance is concerned, yes, sir. 

Mr. Anorut. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there someone present who desires to be heard on 
this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeLx. We will proceed to the next project. 


QuEENSsTOWN Harpor, Mp. 


Mr. Ance.i. The next project is Queenstown Harbor in Maryland, 
House Document No. 718. 
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Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on this project. 

Colonel Mine. The project at Queenstown Harbor, Md., is de- 
scribed in House Document No. 718 of the 81st Congress, 2d session, 
was prepared in accordance with a resolution of the House Public 
Works Committee of June 17, 1948. 

Queenstown Harbor is located on the east side of Chesapeake Bay. 
It is a tidal estuary and the existing project consists of a channel from 
the Sound into Queenstown Creek, 10 feet in depth. 

The commerce averaged over the past several years into Queens- 
town Harbor about 100 tons, and it was predominantly shellfish. 
Navigation interests are having difficulty in this particular area due 
to the lack of a sheltered harbor. 

Queenstown Creek is the only area that has sufficient depth of water 
in which boats can maneuver about freely, and it is not sheltered. The 
result, of course, is damage and delay to the fishing fleet. 

Accordingly, local interests have requested that consideration be 
given to the provision of a channel 7 feet deep and 75 feet wide from 
Queenstown Creek into Little Queenstown Creek, with further provi- 
sion of a small mooring basin in Little Queenstown Creek. 

The Chief of Engineers has considered the requests of local interests 
and has investigated the economics. He believes that the provision 
of a channel 7 feet deep and 75 feet wide with a mooring basin in 
Lattle Queenstown Creek is economically justified. Those recom- 
mendations were transmitted to the Governor of the State of Mary- 
land, who indicated his concurrence, and likewise the Bureau of the 
Budget has indicated their concurrence. 

Based on the costs as contained in the report the project was esti- 
mated to have a Federal cost of $26,300 and no non-Federal cost. 
The Federal cost revised to fall 1953 is $82,200. 

Based on the fall 1953 cost, the annual charges are $2,195, of which 
just a little over $1,000 is annual maintenance. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised costs, is 3.13 to 1. 

Local interests would be required to furnish all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas for the initial work, 
und subsequent maintenance; hold and save the United States free 
from damage, including such damages as may occur to public or 
leased oysterbeds. 

The benefits would accrue to the fishing fleet and would be of two 
types 

(1) A reduction in damage to the vessels: and, 

(2) The vessels utilizing this area would have more days during the 
fishing season to go out to the oysterbeds. 

Local interests felt that there would be a movement of commercial 
products such as petroleum and fertilizers into the area, but we did 
not in our economic analysis take any consideration of the movement 
of that type of commerce. We confined ours to (1) damages; and (2) 
increased fishing. 

Mr. Ancety. Is there any commercial tonnage using the port at the 
present time, Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Mitne. There is none other than fishing. That is all of the 
commercial tonnage. 

Mr. Anceti. That benefit-cost ratio is rather high, is it not? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Ance.i. There is no non-Federal contribution except for pro- 
viding the right-of-way lands, and so forth. Is that right? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir, except for holding the United States free 
from damage. 

Mr. Anoety. Are there any questions on my left of Colonel Milne ? 

Mr. Mack. Are all of these last five projects in the State of Mary- 
land and on Chesapeake Bay? Are they very similar in character 
and designed to aid the small crafts engaged in fishing there? Would 
there be any economy in having all of these projects undertaken at 
the same time ? 

Colonel Mitne. Do you mean their physical accomplishment, sir ¢ 

Mr. Mack. It involves dredging. If a dredge is on the job at one 
place it means moving only a few miles to the second location, I am 
wondering if the Government could not save money if the Congress 
were willing to authorize all these projects at one time and call for 
bids on all five of them. 

Colonel Miine. I do not think there is any question but that you 
would save money if all of the projects could be dredged within the 
same period of time, because you would not have to have mobilization 
and demobilization charges for all of the dredges that would be in 
volved as you would if you did it on a piecemeal basis. 

Mr. Mack. Do you recall the total cost of all these projects on 
Chesapeake Bay ? 

Colonel Miinr. No, sir. But we could furnish it to you in a few 
moments. 

Mr. Aner. What approximate time would be required to complete 
all of the projects. 

Colonel Mitne. The projects we have considered this morning 
could be dredged in a working season. 

Mr. AnGELL. Aside from the jetties, the work is largely dredging ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is that let to private contractors ? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Angee... Do they furnish their own dredges ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Do the local communities sometimes have dredges that 
undertake this work? Port dredges? 

Colonel Mitner. Very seldom would local communities have suitable 
equipment in the bay area to do that type of work. 

Mr. Anceiy. Does the Federal Government own any dredges of its 
own in the area that could be utilized ? 

Colonel Mine. We have dredges, but our policy has been to do the 
bulk of our work by contract. 

Mr. Ancei., To what use do you put the Federal dredges? 

Colonel Minne. Our dredges, the ones we have on the Atlantic 
Ocean, are primarily oceangoing dredges of the hopper type that the 
contractors do not have. We utilize that type of dredge in opening 
up inlets, or in work in areas where the conventional pipeline dredge 
cannot work because of turbulent conditions. 

Mr. Anoriui. Is the maintenance work done also by private 
contract ? " 

Colonel Mine. A great portion of our maintenance work is done 
by private contract. I think the percentage of work done by contract 
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as opposed to maintenance work done by the Federal Government is 
something like 85 percent by contract and 15 percent by the Federal 
Government for our Atlantic coast work and excluding the oceangoing 
dredge work. ° 

Mr. Anceix. Does the Federal Government have dredges and other 
equipment that is available for maintenance work in this area, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mitnz. We have equipment that is available for all types 
of maintenance work in connection with navigation projects, and we 
can and do utilize them. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any questions on my right of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Mack. What becomes of the spoil? Is that dumped on adja- 
cent land or taken out to sea ? 

Colonel Mine. It could be dumped either on adjacent land or into 
the creek. One danger in the latter, of course, is that oysterbeds may 
be smothered. But spoil disposal is a problem for local interests. 

To answer your earlier question, Mr. Mack, the total cost of the 
projects we considered yesterday and today in the Chesapeake Bay 
area is about $1,200,000. There are eight projects involved. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Colonel, Mr. Mack’s suggestion seems to me has 
a good deal of merit. That is, all these projects might be done at 
once. If that was done would the engineers consider letting 1 con- 
tract and asking for bids for the whole thing under 1 contract, or are 
you prepared to answer that question ¢ 

Colonel Mine. It would be difficult to give a definite answer. We 
would have to consider the total yardage. involved and the distance 
apart of the various projects to see if the job could physically be done 
by 1 dredge or 1 contractor. It might have to be broken up into more 
than one contract. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Could it be one contractor who could sublet his 
contract ¢ 

Colonel Mite. They might do that, sir. We would have to make 
a rather detailed study to see from our own viewpoint whether or not 
it would be economical to advertise on a 1-contract basis, or whether 
it should be broken down into 2 or more contracts. 

But I think the point Mr. Mack raised is very true. Whether the 
job is let in 1 or 2 contracts, it would be a lot cheaper than distributing 
it over a series of years, with 8 contracts. 

Mr. Aucurncioss. I think it might be helpful to the committee if 
the engineers could give us an opinion about that suggestion. It 
seems to me it has a good deal of merit in it. 

Mr. Mack. It might be you could place 5 of these projects in 1 
yroject—I do not mean exactly that, but you could consider 5 for 
jotting under 1 contract, and maybe 3 in the other: or maybe 5 in 1 
contract and each of the others individually. It would depend on 
the engineering involved, I think. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Irscuner. A favored method we have of handling cases 
like this is to advertise the entire project divided into schedules. 
Bidders may bid on any or all individual projects or on the entire 
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job in a single overall bid. This method allows us to select the cheap- 
est combination of bids. We can either take the low overall bid or 
the sum of the low individual bids on the schedules. 

Mr. Ancewi. Is your past experience such as to indicate some of 
these projects are lumped together and one bidder takes them all? 

General IrscuNEr. Sometimes that happens, and sometimes, on the 
other hand, we find that a combination of several bidders is lower 
than a single bidder bidding on the entire job. In that way we find 
which combined bid is best, because the method allows a great deal of 
flexibility. 

Mr. Ancexy. General, are there a considerable number of com- 
petent bidders available to bid on these projects. 

General Irscuner. We have a good deal of competition, sir, in 
projects of this type. 

Mr. ANGELL. They do not get their heads together and agree be- 
tween themselves on bids, do they ¢ 

General Irscuner. There is no evidence of any collusion, sir. The 
competition is too keen in the construction industry. But we always 
have a Government estimate to check the bids. If the bids are too 
high we can either reject them or do the work with Government plant. 

Mr. Mack. What is the distance between the most northerly and 
the most southerly project on the Chesapeake, General, in this group 
you are proposing? Roughly, that is. 

Colonel Mrtne. Approximately 100 miles, Mr. Mack; that is an 
estimate. 

Mr. Mack. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. Macurowicz. You are excluding the Ocean City project? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That $1,200,000 figure you gave is exclusive of 
Ocean City also? 

Colonel Mizne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnGcett. You may supply the figure later if it is not correct. 

Are there any further questions from members of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoewu. If there are no further questions we will proceed with 
the next project. 

CrisrreLtp Harsor, Mp. 


Mr. Anceww. We will proceed to the next project, which is Crisfield 
Harbor, Md., House Document No. 435. 

We would be glad to hear you on that, Colonel Milne. 

Colonel Ming. Mr. Chairman, the report on Crisfield Harbor, Md., 
is contained in House Document No. 435, 81st Congress, 2d session, 
prepared in accordance with the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 
1945. 

Crisfield Harbor is located on the Annemessex River, which is a 
tributary, a tidal estuary, of Tangier Sound on the east coast of 
Chesapeake Bay. 

Crisfield is a center of population of this particular area, and a 
focal point of commerce. I believe it is one of the larger towns in the 
Chesapeake Bay area. It is a distribution center for the entire 
southerly bay region and also is the fishing center of the area. 

The existing project is a 12-foot channel in the Little Annemessex 
River, which goes by the town of Crisfield. 
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In 1951, a total of 41,303 tons of commerce passed through Crisfield 
Harbor. Traffic consisted primarily of fish, petroleum products, and 
fertilizers. The difficulty that is being experienced by navigation 
interests in the vicinity of Crisfield is due to almost a complete lack 
of anchorage in the harbor area. The result is that the fleet is crowded 
very, very close together, and in periods of storm it suffers rather 
extensive damage. 

At the present time the fleet is moored in this area in the harbor. 
It is not adequate to take care of the 225 fishing vessels of 5 tons or 
over that operate out of Crisfield. 

Local interests have requested that consideration be given to pro- 
viding a suitable mooring area. The Chief of Engineers has examined 
the requirements and considers that they are economically justified, 
and recommends that an anchorage area 10 feet in depth, 600 feet 
wide and 1,000 feet long be provided in Somers Cove, and in addition 
a channel 10 feet in depth and approximately 100 feet wide be cut 
across the land to provide access to Somers Cove. 

There were two possible routes for this channel. One solution 
would be to dredge a channel through the existing opening into 
Somers Cove; a second solution would be to dredge across the fast 
land. We recommended this latter method. The reason why we 
chose this method rather than going through the existing opening 
was because the latter would require the construction of a new draw- 
bridge, and the cost of that bridge, coupled with the cost of dredging, 
would be far in excess of the cost of proceeding along the lines as 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the Governor of the State of Maryland, and he has concurred. 
The Bureau of the Budget has likewise concurred in its reeommenda- 
tions. 

I should like to say that although the Bureau of the Budget has 
concurred in our recommendations, they did suggest that we reana- 
lyze the benefits and costs prior to starting any construction. It is 
a standard procedure of the Corps of Engineers prior to starting 
the construction of any authorized project to do just that. We thor- 
oughly investigate the benefits and costs that exist at the time and if 
the project is no longer justified then it will not be recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers for construction. 

The cost as contained in the document shows a Federal cost of 
$78,750 and a non-Federal cost of $53,000 for a total of $131,750. 
Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $103,000 
and a non-Federal cost of $74,000 for a total of $177,000. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $8,240 of which 
approximately $2,000 represents annual maintenance. The benefit- 
cost ratio again based on the revised costs is 2.79 to 1. 

Local cooperation provides that local interests furnish all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way, as well as spoil disposal areas; hold 
and save the United States free from damages; that they remove the 
existing structure from the area to be dredged, and construct a suitable 
road across, connecting the lower portion of Jersey Island to Cris- 
field; and make a cash contribution of $43,200 toward the cost of the 
improvement. 

I think it would be well if I explained just briefly why the local 
contribution is so high. The Federal cost of dredging, if we utilized 
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the existing opening into Somers Cove was approximately $103,000. 
The large additional cost of utilizing this site was occasioned by the 
bridge replacement which is a local responsibility. However, the 
cost of dredging on the recommended site was quite a few thousand 
dollars more. Accordingly we feel that that extra cost of dredging 
should be borne by the local interests since the only reason for selecting 
the recommended site was to make the overall cost of the project 
less. 

The cash contribution of $43,200 is due to the increased cost of 
dredging. Other costs involved are the provision of a road, and the 
furnishing of lands and rights-of-way. The benefits that will accrue 
as a result of this project are solely due to reducing the damages 
now occasioned to the fishing fleet. There are approximately 225 
vessels moored at Crisfield. And they are fairly sizable ships. 
As I recall many of those ships are 5 tons or larger. They are 
moored within a few feet of one another. During periods of storms 
they hit one another and are badly damaged. It is estimated that 
the average damage suffered by each boat in the Crisfield area is $200 
a year. The provision of this sheltered area in Somers Cove will 
greatly reduce that damage. 

One other point I would like to clear up, Mr. Chairman, is that in 
the project document under the terms of local cooperation we recom- 
mended that local interests pay an item of $28,000 for the cost of this 
dredging. That was based on the cost at the time the project docu- 
ment was prepared. Our cost estimate now is $43,200, and, if this 
project is authorized, to be consistent language should be inserted 
in the bill which would make it clear that local interests would be 
required to reimburse or pay for the cost of extra dredging, whatever 
that cost might be. 

Mr. Ancoei. Colonel, will you submit the appropriate language 
for that purpose so that it can be considered at the writing of this bill ? 

Colonel Mixing. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ance.L. Is there any considerable tonnage other than fish using 
that area / 

Colonel Mixing. Yes, sir. There is. As a matter of fact tonnage- 
wise petroleum represents the largest single item. Dollarwise I would 
imagine that the fish tonnage is worth more. 

Mr. ANGELL. Is there any question on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeLi. On my left. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceui. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, these 8 projects located over an area of 100 
miles up and down Chesapeake Bay would serve all of the fishing 
boats that use the entire bay. It might be helpful to the committee 
if at the conclusion of these eight propets you would insert into the 
record a statement of the number of fishing boats operating on Chesa- 
peake Bay, and the value of the oyster industry of the area, and a 
statement as to what shore installations there are, and how many 
people they employ, if those figures are available. 

Colonel Mune. All rights sir. 

(Information requested, is as follows :) 

In 1950, statistics for Chesapeake fisheries indicate that over $25 million 
was received for over 170,000 tons of finfish and shellfish. About one-third of 
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this tonnage was shellfish including oysters. This catch was made in over 12,000 
boats, of which 500 were over 5 tons. In addition, over 600 buy-boats operated 
in the area. There are 583 wholesaling and canning establishments in this area 
employing in season about 12,500 people, in addition to 18,300 persons in the 
fishing fleet. 

Mr. Neat. Only in relation to these ports considered, and not on 
the other side of the bay. 

Mr. Mack. These boats go back and forth, do they not, to different 

orts ¢ 

Colonel Miine. Generally the oyster fishing boats stay fairly close 
to their home port. 

Mr. Mack. Then I think we should have the number of boats that 
use these facilities so that the committee if it desires can consider all of 
these projects, or several, as one project. 

Colonel Mitne. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any other projects now under consideration 
by the Corps of Engineers that have not reached the committee, in 
this area ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. There are other projects under consideration by the 
Corps of Engineers that have not been transmitted to the committee, 
and there are projects in the same area that have previously been 
authorized. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there some projects under consideration not re- 
ported to us that may be cleared before we reach this omnibus bill ? 

Colonel Mine. We have a list, Mr. Chairman, of the projects 
coming up. 

Mr. Anoet. If you do not have the information available you can 
supply it for the record. 

Colonel Mixne. It does not look like there are any, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Why is such a large number of projects being consid- 
ered at this particular time in this area? 

Colonel Mrine. It has been 4 years, Mr. Chairman, since there 
has been an authorization bill. Many of the surveys were authorized 
by this committee in 1945, or maybe even earlier. As funds became 
available in the survey program the reports were put in study, and 
have been completed over the 4 years since the fast omnibus bill. 
So, while it seems there is a rather heavy concentration of reports in 
this particular area, I think it is primarily due to the length of time 
elapsed since you last considered an authorization bill. 

Mr. Anceut. If there are no further questions of Colonel Milne, 
and if there are no further witnesses desiring to be heard, we will 
proceed to the next project. 


Ruopes Pornr tro Tyierron, Somerser Country, Mbp. 


Mr. Anceti. We will proceed to the next project, which is the 
Rhodes Point to Tylerton, Md., project, House Document No. 51 of 
the 82d Congress. 

Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on that project. 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. The report on Rhodes Point to Tylerton, 
Somerset County, Md., is contained in House Document No. 51 of the 
82d Congress, 1st sess., as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
March 2, 1945. 
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Rhodes Point and Tylerton are two small communities located ap- 
proximately a mile and a half apart in the lower Chesapeake Bay 
area on the east side of the bay, on Smith Island. 

The predominant industry in the area, as you might well imagine, 
is the fishing industry. There is no Federal project at the present 
time. 

The people in Rhodes Point have requested that consideration be 
given to the dredging of a channel from ‘Tylerton across Rhodes Point 
Gut, and then continuing in a northerly direction through Sheep Pen 
Gut out into Chesapeake Bay. 

They feel under the present conditions that they have very limited 
access to Tylerton. They are unable to transport their fish catch 
from Rhodes Point to Tylerton unless they are willing to transfer 
the fish from fishing vessels to very shallow skiffs; that is a time con- 
suming operation. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the area thoroughly and 
has come to the conclusion that there is no economic justification for 
a channel extending from Rhodes Point through the Sheep Pen Gut 
into the Bay. He does feel however that there is economic justifica- 
tion for the provision of a channel from Rhodes Point across Rhodes 
Point Gut to Tylerton. 

That channel as recommended by the Chief of Engineers is 4 feet 
deep and 50 feet wide. Those recommendations were transmitted to 
the Governor of the State of Maryland, who indicated his concur- 
rence; and the Bureau of the Budget has likewise concurred in those 
recommendations. 

Mr. ANGELL. What is the distance across there, Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Mitne. A mile and a half, sir. Based on the costs as con- 
tained in the project document, the dredging will cost $42,000. 

Those costs, revised to the fall of 1953, show a Federal cost of 
$45,100. 

The annual charges, again based on revised costs, are $2,310. Of 
those annual charges approximately $500 would be maintenance 
charges. 

Based on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 1.86 to 1. 

Under existing conditions the fishing fleet that operates out of 
Rhodes Point must transfer its catch to the shallow bottom boats in 
order to get to Tylerton and up the Tylers River. The transfer and 
rehandling represents a material loss in money and time. The pro- 
vision of a relatively small channel across Smith Island would elimi- 
nate the necessity for that transfer. 

In addition it would be possible—and we feel this would be done— 
for petroleum products from Tylerton to be transported by boat to 
Rhodes Point. They could be transported for about 114 cents per 
gallon cheaper in that manner. 

Those represent the principal savings that would accrue to the area 
if that one small channel were to be dredged. 

Mr. Ancett. Is that area where the channel would be, utilized now 
by craft? 

Colonel Mitner. Smith Island is an extremely marshy area, and the 
only way to go from Rhodes Point to Tylerton is by a flat bottomed 
skiff which will draw just a few inches; under certain conditions of 
tide they do use that particular area. 

Mr. Ancetr. What is the population of Tylerton ? 


89263—54—-vol. 1——-15 





212 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Colonel Mitne. The population of the three communities on Smith 
Island, which are Tylerton, Rhodes Point and Ewell is as follows: 
‘Tylerton 260, Rhodes Point 261 and Ewell 731. 

Mr. Ance.i. Occupied largely by fishermen ? 

Colonel Mine. Almost entirely by fishermen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ance.. Is it a year around operation of fishing there # 

Colonel Miine. More or less. It would be interesting to the com- 
mittee to know that the people who live on Smith Island are virtually 
dependent on water for their transportation. I have not been able 
to verify this, but I understand on the entire island there are only 
two cars. 

Mr. ANGELL. What is the size of the island ? 

Colonel Mitnr. I will have to furnish that for the record, sir. I do 
10t know. But it is several miles long. 

Mr. ANGELL. Is it suitable for agricultural use ? 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. It is a marshy island. 

Mr. Ance.L. It is largely devoted to the fishing industry ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceit. Are there any questions to my left ¢ 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Are there any oysters down there near Smith 
Island ¢ 

Colonel Miner. Yes, there are, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Colonel Mine. The island group is 8 miles long and 4 miles wide. 

Mr. Ange... Are there any further questions to my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. To my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneevi. If not we will proceed with the next project unless 
there is someone present who desires to be heard on this project. 


Weestrer Cove, Somerset Country, Mp. 


Mr. Ancrtt. The next project is Webster Cove, Somerset County, 
Md., House Document No. 619 of the 81st Congress. Representative 
Miller, we have concluded all of these projects but one. As soon as 
Colonel Milne finishes this next project we will hear from you. 

Mr. Miter. All right. 

Mr. ANGELL. Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on this 
project. 

Colonel] Minne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Webster Cove, Somer- 
set County, Md., is contained in House Document No. 619 of the 81st 
Congress, second session, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
of March 2, 1945. 

Webster Cove is located on the Wicomico River, which is in the 
southern part of the Chesapeake Bay area on the east shore. It is in 
an area Which gains its livelihood from the fishing industry. 

The existing Federal project provides for a channel 6 feet deep and 
60 feet. wide extending from that depth in the Wicomico River and then 
widens into a turning basin 6 feet in depth and approximately 100 
feet. wide. 

There are some 80 fishing vessels that moor in this area. The exist- 
ing anchorage basin can only handle about 20 of those 80 vessels. The 
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others must moor along the shoreline or go up Johnson’s Creek. They 
suffer damages during periods of storm, and because of the very shal- 
low water in Johnson’s Creek must depend upon favorable conditions 
of tide to get in and out. As a result they do lose time in getting t¢ 
the fishing grounds. 

Local interests requested that consideration be given to the provision 
of jetties on either side of the existing channel, and that the existing 
anchorage basin be increased in length. 

After considering the requests of local interests, and after thor 
oughly investigating the problem, the Chief of Engineers has come 
to the conclusion that jetties are not economically justified. He does 
feel that a provision for a wider and larger anchorage basin is justified. 

Accordingly, he has recommended that the existing basin be in 
creased and made into a T-shaped basin with extensions on either side 
of the present anchorage area. Those recommendations have been fur- 
pished to the Governor of Maryland who indicated his concurrence. 
Likewise the Bureau of the Budget has indicated their concurrence. 

Based on the project document the cost of the project was estimated 
at $19,000 Federal cost and $1,200 non-Federal for a grand total of 
$20,200. Those costs, revised to the November 1953 costs, show a Fed- 
eral cost of $20,300 and a non-Federal cost of $1,300, or a total of 
$21,600. 

The annual charges based on the revised cost figures are $1,660. 
Of that figure about $900 is a maintenance charge. Based on the 
revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 1.59 to 1. 

Local cooperation requires that local interests provide lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and maintenance ; 
suitable spoil disposal area; acquire and reserve for public use a strip 
of land at least 50 feet wide on the southeast side abutting the Federal 
right-of-way required for the extension, and a 10-foot right-of-way 
on all other sides of the recommended extension ; and, on the northeast 
side of the existing basin to guarantee free public access; and, to hold 
and save the United States free from all damages. 

The benefits which we believe would accrue as a result of the provi- 
sion of a larger anchorage basin are two-fold : 

(1) A reduction in damages to the existing fishing fleet; and 

(2) It would permit the fleet greater fishing time during the rela 
tively restricted fishing season. 

Only 20 vessels can now anchor in the existing basin. The other 
60 must find means to do so elsewhere. We have estimated the average 
annual damage to those 60 vessels that are not able to get shelter in the 
Webster Cove Basin, at $30 a year based on current prices. In addi- 
tion to that annual damage to the fishing fleet we estimate that they 
each lose a total of 5 days a year out of the fishing season because 
they cannot get out of Johnson’s Creek or these other areas due to 
unfavorable conditions of tide. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is largely a fishing operation in the area ? 

Colonel Mine. It is entirely fishing, sir. 

Mr. Ance.i. Are there any questions to my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancet,. To my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not, we thank you Colonel. 
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That concludes the projects that are listed for today. We have 
with us our colleague Mr. Miller, Representative from Maryland. 
-@here are 9 projects, as I understand it, from Maryland—2 we con- 
sidered yesterday and 7 we have considered this morning. Repre- 
sentative Miller I understand desires to be heard on all or most of 
these projects, and the committee is very glad to hear you at this time 
Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD T. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Murixr. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the courtesy of 
the committee in permitting me to come over and discuss all of the 
matters, or rather a number of them with which I am personally 
familiar, all at one time. Not only is that a matter of personal con- 
venience because my own committee is in a rather urgent series of 
sessions at this time, but I think also in the end it will prove the most 
orderly way of presentation, and perhaps will be an easier way to 
present it instead of piecemeal before this committee. 

Mr. Ancevt. I might say that the questions posed by some mem- 
bers of the committee indicate that these projects might be considered 
more or less together rather than separately, even to the point of 
construction. 

Mr. Miter. There are about 7 of them I would like to discuss gen- 
erally as if they were 1 project. There is one other project, the one 
involving the Ocean City, Md.., existing project, which is entirely dif- 
ferent in nature and which is, from our point of view, a major project. 

At the outset I would like to tell the committee that while I am, 
I imagine, the only witness that will appear before you from my 
district 

Mr. Anceii. May I ask, are these projects all in your district? 

Mr. Mitxrr. All I will speak about are in my district; and, it goes 
without saying, each of us has a wonderful district, and they are all 
different. Mine is rather unusual due to the fact that there is more 
water in it, I expect, than land. And, although by population it is 
the smallest as of now of the seven districts in the State of Maryland, 
we cover in area more than a third of the State of Maryland. That 
is why so many of these waterways fall into my particular orbit of 
responsibility, ‘and w hy in the past, and undoubtedly this time, my 
friends frequently say, “How many dozen things are you bringing 
up here?” 

If you look at it by the numbers involved, it might look as if we 
were asking for a great deal for one congressional district, whereas 
if you analyze it on a monetary basis you will see many of ‘them are 
so small from the national point of view that it almost looks as if they 
are too trivial to bother this committee about. 

What I was going to say, though, is that my district is not too far 
away, and if we had attempted to invite local witnesses up here I am 
afraid this room would have been packed for days. Every time one 
of these projects has been on the cards down in the district we have 
had crowded courthouses or firehouses. I hope that the committee 
will take my word for it that so far as enthusiasm and interest of the 
people involved is concerned, it is hard to exaggerate how vital to their 
daily lives they consider these matters. 
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While the communities involved are in a sense scattered through 
the different counties in my district, I would say that the area covered 
is all or most of it within a 50-mile radius, and the same people or 
the same industry is affected by all of these small harbors. 

Historically that area is one of the oldest settlements in our State 
and in our country. Many of these men who gain their living from 
the waters of the Chesapeake Bay are the descendants of those who 
have done it for generations, and to them it is a matter of the most 
extreme importance. But with regard to our economy as a whole, 
the whole State is affected by the seafood industry, and in a sense it 
is large enough to have a national impact. 

Mr. Aneett. What percentage is oysters as compared to the total 
fish industry ? 

Mr. Mintzer. I would not offhand be able to give it to you in dollars 
and cents, but as a seasonal proposition most of these small-boat 
owners, who are professional watermen, work in the oyster industry 
from September to April. And, while they usually make a very good 
living out of it, it is a very rough and hard existence; and I admire 
their courage and their industry. 

Those same men, with the same boats largely, when the season 
changes, go into taking the blue crab, and various kinds of fish. So 
that we really have an all-year-around operation out of these little 
harbors, except when they are frozen up so tight that the boats can- 
not get out. And it represents the livelihood not only of these fisher- 
men and watermen, or whatever we choose to call them, but it has a 
great impact on our local economy because their products are brought 
in to the various processing plants and factories for distribution. 

The seafood industry in these sections perhaps employs more people 
than any other industry there. Certainly the only other industry that 
would compare with it, and it depends on the sectional area, is farm- 
ing. In many of these areas seafood is the predominant industry. 

I call your attention to what you have heard from the Department 
of the Army engineers. They have made dozens and dozens of studies 
in our area, and they have done very effective work. You have heard 
what they have to say about these individual projects. I would not 
attempt to add to or subtract from anything they might say, because 
they know the engineering side of it: but I just wanted to call your 
attention to the fact, in starting out with the Little Creek item in 
Kent County, and Lowes Wharf in the adjoining county of Talbot, 
which is my own county, before the revised estimates due to the in- 
creased costs were made, my figures indicated—is it 10 percent that 
they have added over the original estimates? 

General Irscuner. About 15 percent. 

Mr, Muuer. Those 2 involve only approximately $50,000 of Fed- 
eral expenditure. The Nanticoke River, Bivalve, project is a large 
one of these small ones. It totals $167,000, and by now probably is 
$175,000. 

Mr. Ancett. The engineers state $198,000. 

Mr. Minixer. Well, from the thinking of us that is big money. The 
Queenstown Harbor is another one that is less than $30,000, I imagine, 
after it is revised. ? 

Mr. ANGELL. $32.200. 
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Mr. Murer. The Crisfield Harbor is another larger one. I am not 
as familiar with it as I am with some of the others because Crisfield 
is a pretty large place. As these fishing villages go it is one of the 
largest crab-producing towns in the world. It has a rather compli- 
cated harbor situation there so that the $79,000 there is really small 
in comparison with perhaps the $20,000 in one of these other smaller 
places. 

The Rhodes Point project is located in a little group of islands, and 
I think it is perhaps one of the most interesting holdovers on our 
eastern seaboard. It is a little group of islands that were originally 
settled by Capt. John Smith. I think they are the place where the 
first salt was manufactured out of sea water in this hemisphere. And 
I understand that those people have lived there since the earliest 
Colonial times. They support a thriving community of about 1,500 
people entirely from what they take out of the water. These chan- 
nels and harbors are to them a matter of life and death, and many of 
them never came to the mainland and until telephones were installed 
they were considered cut off from the world. 

It is a very interesting problem. To them the ability to navigate 
and keep their little boats in a harbor is as important today as it prob- 
ably was to the vikings of ancient days. Little boats are their liveli- 
hood. 

Webster Cove is another one in the $20,000 bracket. I would like 
you gentlemen, if you would, therefore to consider these projects as 
a group rather than as so many projects, because they all affect the 
same area, and they vitally affect the seafood industry which, in spite 
of the small number of boats that may be named in each of these cases, 
actually represents the livelihood and focus of interest of about a third 
of our population. 

I am not going to say anything about the next to the largest project 
here, the Pocomoke River. That has to do with one of the most com- 
plicated bits of navigation I know of. It has become noteworthy in 
the office of every Congressman that has represented the district or 
to anybody who has ever navigated in those waters when they talk 
about “the Muds.” I know that that river has always been an im- 
portant river; and nobody has ever been satisfied with the navigation. 
No matter what we do today, it may be changed tomorrow. I am 
just going to stand on what the committee feels about the matter. 
Frankly, I am not enough of an engineer to know whether that 
wroject would help us much or not. If the engineers say it will, I 
ope they are right. 

But in these little harbors, I have been in them all personally 
and I know it is a matter of great and important impact on our econ- 
omy to get something done about them at the earliest possible moment, 
because the waterways down there historically were the principal 
highways, and as of today they are one of our principal sources of 
communication. Many a boat has been lost because there was not a 
suitable anchorage close by when a sudden change in weather occurred. 

I might say almost all of this type of work that we have to dois ina 
sense maintenance rather than new projects, because as the forests 
were cut down, and the fields cultivated, there has been a constant 
flow of silt in these waters. Many of the harbors that we are today 
seeking to keep to a 10-foot depth, 100 years ago had 25 feet of hesth 
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in them. ‘There is a never-ending battle going on between man and 
nature to keep these waterways usable. 

Unfortunately, even if this committee authorizes these projects it 
may be years before they go into effect, because as you are all aware, 
the present national policy has been not to put anything of this nature 
into the national budget, and the Bureau of the Budget does not 
approve anything that it does not think is directly tied in with the 
perparedness program. Because of that situation it is particularly 
urgent from our point of view to get these worthwhile projects author- 
ized at least, so that if the floodgate is ever opened our little projects 
will be in the basket to be considered along with some of the major 
dams and irrigation matters which run into so much money for 
construction. 

On the major project I wish to talk to you about, I would like to 
give you just a little bit of the background. That is on the Ocean 
City Harbor and Inlet and Sinepuxent Bay. I think the committee 
might be interested. That involves over $700,000 and, of course, is 
from the thinkinng of our people a big project indeed. 

I suppose you have seen the map. Do you have one here that I can 
refer to fora minute? This location, which is on the Atlantic Ocean, 
J have been familiar with since my early childhood, and I think the 
committee might be interested in a little of the history of this inlet. 

Many of you may have visited Ocean City, but if you have not I 
hope some of you will have a chance to run down during the summer 
season. It is considered the playground of the State of Maryland and 
is our principal ocean resort, not only in my district, but in the State. 
During this time of year it may have a population of about 2,000 
people. In the heart of the summer it will run to many times that 
figure with the summer hotels and cottages full of vacationers. 

There is a very peculiar situation with regard to the water there. 
You will notice the Atlantic Ocean enters here and then parallels 
Virginia and Maryland, and on up to Sinepuxent Bay, which is an 
inland piece of water separated for miles from the ocean by large sand 
dunes. 

About 40 years ago there was no opening here. This area is where 
the famous Chincoteague oysters come from, and some of the finest 
clams, crabs, and so on. It was historically one of the great seafood 
producing areas, but because of the sluggishness of the tide going way 
up here some 40 years ago, the water became stagnant and marshes 
grew up, and mosquitoes bred, and even the seafood died out to a 
large extent. About the only thing that lived in this rather broad 
body of water in my early boyhood were crabs and a few oysters. 
That was about all that it produced. 

Then some private enterprise—and I forget now how it was fi- 
nanced, but I remember it involved what seemed like a fantastic sum 
of money in those days of around $100,000—was started by private 
capital to dig an inlet from the ocean across the sand dunes into 
Sinepuxent Bay, which would give the waters of the ocean circula- 
tion, and would purify the inlet and revive the marine life in this im- 
portant body of water. 

That enterprise was acconrplished with private capital. My recol- 
lection is that it was only a matter of a few months, and certainly 
less than a year, when a heavy storm on the coast filled up the inlet 
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so that you would not even know it had ever been there. It just 
obliterated it in one storm. The result was that the efforts to re- 
vitalize this part of the waterways was abandoned. 

In 1933 there was a hurricane which threatened to destroy the 
summer resort, but fortunately did not. There was no loss of life, 
but the ocean restored what it had taken away, only it was about 4 
miles further down, and it broke through right at this point. 

Immediately the quality of this water changed almost overnight, 
and today, because it has this freshening effect of the waters going 
in two ways, it is one of the most important seafood producing areas. 
Mosquitoes have largely gone, and the marshes have disappeared. 
There are fine homes erected on both bodies of w ater, and it has be- 
come an important center not only in my district but for the whole 
State. Many dollars have been invested in this section over here 
which is presently still cut off, and you hear it advertised over the 
radio, “Ocean Beach.” ‘This is a new development and will require 
a bridge here. 

The Army engineers have spent $800,000 or more in the past on 
construction and maintenance. At least it is as much or in excess 
of the sum we are asking for authorization now, in putting in bulk- 
heads and in building this channel; and it has had a very important 
effect on the economy of the whole area. 

First of all, as I say, it has revitalized thousands of acres of valu- 
able fishing ground. Clams, oysters, and crabs of the finest quality 
are there in profusion. And many families are supported by that in- 
dustry. But, in addition to that it has made this a harbor for ocean 
fishing, because the boats can be brought into boatyards in these areas 
here without taking this long trip. 

The good fishing grounds off the Delaware capes, and the famous 
marlin fishing that the sports fishermen in this area are quite interested 
in, are located off this coast, about there. Both the sport fishing and 
the commercial ocean fishing would be hopelessly handicapped if the 
relatively slow-speed boats had to go all the way around here and 
go out to the fishing grounds. But, because of the shortcut made by 
this harbor they have a direct run out to the fishing grounds, and also 
ships of reasonable size have a port of safety to put into from: the 
coastwise trade, 

From every angle the maintenance and keeping open of this channel 
here and this entrance has a tremendously vital effect on the country- 
side. That has been increased even more from a commercial point of 
view by the completion, a little over a year ago, of the bridge across 
the Chesapeake Bay. It means that people from the Washington and 
Baltimore area have a much easier and more direct access to this play- 
ground. That is also true of the people anywhere on this side of the 
Chesapeake Bay. 

The population is increasing and the economy of the community is 
pushing forward rapidly, very rapidly. 

It is the belief of many people that this constant struggle that is 
going on between the ocean and the shore has imperiled this situation 
to the point where the feeling of the local people is that unless there 
is some improvement there in short order we stand perhaps to lose 
what has already become a very valuable investment. 

I would not attempt te argue with our engineers on that point, but 
the reason why this matter has been pressed so hard in my office is 
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that a great group of people feel that as the years go by it becomes a 
danger that if we do not make this better it may get a lot worse. And, 
while it does involve three quarters of a million dollars, if anything 
were to happen to that inlet it would have vastly greater repercus- 
sions, and the damage done might run into many millions of dollars. 

The Army up here has important antiaircraft ranges. The Navy 
down at Chincoteague has tremendous installations. This whole area 
is a very vital and sensitive one to our State. And while this commit- 
tee and my Appropriations Committee seems never to question the 
importance of things that center around the port of Baltimore, in many 
ways, though the effect is more deferred, I consider this one of the 
most important projects in our State. 

Naturally, coming from that area, I may be a little prejudiced, but 
1 would appreciate it if you gentlemen would give your best thoughts 
to these projects. This is the one big one, and these are all small, but 
collectively they have a tremendous importance to our economy. 

Mr. Ancor. Mr. Miller, the committee was very glad to have you 
with us to give us this full explanation of the various projects. The 
members may want to ask you a few questions. 

May I ask you this: In the main it is true, is it not, considering all 
of these projects as a group, the major importance of them is to the 
fishing industry ? 

Mr. Mitter. To the economy that centers around the fishing indus- 
try. 

Mr. Ancety. And that in effect is the major portion of the economy 
of the whole area ? 

Mr. Mrtter. That is right. 

Mr. Anceti. The people depend on that for their livelihood. 

Mr. Mitirr. That is right. 

Mr. Anceti. Of course, as the engineers brought out, there are a 
number of other types of tonnages that utilize these projects, particu- 
larly petroleum products and fertilizer. 

Mr. Mirzer. That is correct. 

Mr. Anceti. And local tonnage for the cities themselves, but in the 
main it is the fishing industry that is involved. 

Mr. Mitier. That is right, sir. And one part of what I would call 
the fishing industry that has developed there, and which has great 
economic importance to these people is what you might call the sport 
fishing, or pleasure boat angle. During the summer months a great 
many people from other sections and other parts of the bay, or even 
from other States, spend weeks or months in cruising around these 
waters, and employ local boatyards, and charter local boats for fishing. 
While from their point of view it is a game, from the point of view of 
the natives it is an important item in their overall economy. That 
has grown up to a remarkable degree in recent years. 

So that small-boat harbors are important commercially not only 
because of the commercial boats that use them, but for the facilities 
they provide for transient yachts and pleasure boats. All of that is 
tied in with the general picture because the fisherman who is a pro- 
fessional fisherman may in his off-time take out charter parties and 
sportsmen, and it is still professional work as far as he is concerned. 

Mr. AncrLn. While there are nine projects involved in this one par- 
ticular area it is my understanding that is largely due to the fact that 
we have not had an omnibus bill for some 4 years. 
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Mr. Mitxer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. AnGet.. And we have just been marking time during the war 
period, while local projects such as these, with the development of our 
natural resources, have been held in suspense. And that is true, I pre- 
sume, with reference to these nine projects. 

Mr. Mutter. It is particularly true in an area like ours where there 
are so many small harbors. We have been very seriously hurt. It is 
hard to explain to some of our people why maintaining Baltimore har- 
bors in a usable condition is sanltie ed part of the war effort whereas 
their harbors, even on authorized projects, and in some cases projects 
that the « appropr iations were made for, have been frozen because peo- 
ple say that is not in connection with the war effort. Yet Baltimore 
harbor, if it were not fed by these smaller harbors, would not be as 
big as it is. 

It is hard to explain that to our constituents; but that is the situa- 
tion. We are frozen, as it were. Some day when the flood gates of a 
balanced budget, or whatever it may be, open up it is right important 
for our projects already to have been approved. 

Mr. Anoext. Are there any questions by other members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Neat. May I ask a question, please? Just for my own benefit. I 
am not a seaman. 

Mr. Mittrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nea. I notice you have a pretty long channel here in Chesa- 
peake Bay. Most of these projects that have been brought before us 
today are on a particular part of the east shore of the peninsula of 
Maryland, or a portion of it, are they not? 

Mr. Miuxier. That is right. 

Mr. Neat. May I ask you, do you have a proportionate number of 
fishing harbors all the way up and down that coast on the Virginia 
peninsula as well as the Maryland peninsula, and on the west side of 
the bay? In other words, do you have these fishing harbors all the 
way up and down? 

Mr. Mitier. To an extent they do, sir. But when you said propor- 
tionate, I doubt if they are proportionate. For this reason: This ha e 
here is much higher. In general the banks are 20 to 30 feet high. This 
shore on the western side and part way down into Virginia is more 
like a cliff line in a way. It is not, but it is more like a cliff line, 
whereas the average, | would say, along here would be 6 or 7 feet 
above the mean waterline. 

As you will notice, the indentations here are much more noticable. 

Mr. Neav. More irregular. 

Mr. Miter. In the main the waters are not too deep, but there 
are just simply thousands of acres of seafood-producing waters. And 
there are more harbors in this section here where most of these projects 
are located than there would be in the corresponding part on the other 
side. 

You notice there is the Patuxent and the Potomac, the Potomac, 
of course, being the most important of all. But this river here, the 
Choptank, for example, runs for miles and miles inland, and these 
harbors grow up along the inlets made in these indentations. 

Mr. Neat. I take it from what you say then that we are not apt to 
be confronted with demands from similar ports down on the Virginia 
shores of that peninsula ¢ 
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Mr. Miuier. I would say you will not have anything like that 
quantity. There may be an occasional improvement, but as you get 
down here you get into a little different type of situation because the 
ocean is on one side and the ba ry on the other, and either there is no 
harbor possible, or the ones they have do not need so much attention. 

It is in this middle ground here that we have the greatest erosion 
trouble, and the largest population. I might say that historically- 
and it is not involved in this project, although there have been projects 
and I am glad to say they are in effect—there is a little town here in 
my home ¢ -ounty, not far from Lowes 7 harf by water, probably 15 or 
20 miles by water and 3 or 4 miles by air. It was an important 
Atlantic harbor and an important port of entry in Revolutionary 
times, before there was any city of Baltimore at all. 

Many of these small harbors in colonial times, and in the early 
history of the country were developed, and are today not much bigger 
than they were then, and some of Se have disappeared entirely. 

Then Baltimore was not an important harbor. It was not known 
as a port of entry when several of these ports like Oxford, were the 
terminus of British trade, you see. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, my friend and colleague Mr. Miller has 
made a very excellent statement in behalf of these nine projects in his 
district. However, I cannot let his statement that his district has 
more water than any other in the United States, pass unchallenged. 

Mr. Mixuer. No, sir. I did not say that. I said in Maryland. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to say the Columbia River, which separates 
the States of Oregon and Washington, is 7 miles wide opposite my 
district, and my boundary on the south extends to the middle of that 
stream, and on the north one of the greatest inland bodies of water, 
Puget Sound, separates my district from the Dominion of Canada; 
and, my boundary line extends 5 miles out of into the center of Puget 
Sound. On the west my district is bounded by the Pacific Ocean, the 
world’s largest ocean. The western boundary of my district is at 
least 3 miles out to sea 

There : are some areas in my district that have 150 inches of rainfall 
a year, so we, at times, have prac tically a canopy of water covering us. 
So your district compared to mine is practically a desert. 

Mr. Miurr. No, sir. Because of the smallness of our State of 
Maryland we have learned not to engage in competition. We center 
on quality rather than quantity. My statement was, and I think it is 
accurate, that mine is the largest water district in the State of Mary- 
land. 

Mr. Mack. Seriously now, Mr. Miller, this oyster business has been 
long established in the State of Maryland, has it not ? 

Mr. Mruier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Even dating back to colonial days? 

Mr. Muixer. It was one of the first. I assume it was rather a thriv- 
ing industry even in the days of the Indian. I am sure the early 
settlers had oysters to eat because they were there in abundance when 
they probably might have had trouble getting anything else. Over 
recorded history oysters and crabs and seafood in general have been 
the prime source of food, even before there were agricultural products 
available. 
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Mr. Mack. In other words, this oyster industry will be continuing 
for centuries. So any improvements made there now will be of en- 
during benefit to the region. 

Mr. Miter. That is what we confidently believe. We just could 
not picture the community without oysters and crabs. 

Mr. Mack. We have a considerable crabbing business on the Pacific 
coast, and the head of the State fisheries department told me crabs 
multiply so rapidly that the crab industry is the one industry that 
cannot be fished out. It will always remain a very large industry. 
That is the thinking of the fisheries expert on the Pacific coast, and I 
expect the same condition prevails on the Atlantic coast. 

Mr. Muier. Yes. We we have had periods of pronounced short- 
ages where pessimists said the crab industry was on the way out. 
When I was on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee I was 
about to have a hearing on the subject and have all of the experts 
in because there had been an al: irmirg decrease in the catch of crabs. 
Just before I got the hesring set up I read in the paper that there 
were so many soft-shell crabs at Crisfield that they could not even 
get the cost of packing them because the market was flooded. 

Apparently for no reason at all nature set the tide floating in, and 
in recent years we have had a fine supply of crabs. I don’t believe 
there will ever be a time when crabs will be completely exterminated. 
[ do not see how it would be possible. 

Mr. Mack. I know on the Pacific coast the head of our fisheries de- 
department says there is no need for any limitation on the crab take 
because crabs multiply so rapidly that it is impossible to fish them 
out. 

Mr. Mixer. I have heard the same thing said about shrimp. While 
we have shrimp in the Chesapeake Bay it is not an industry there. 
They come in such a small size that they are used for bait a great 
deal. But we do not take any quantity commercially. However, I 
have heard the same thing said farther South, that there are millions 
of pounds of shrimp going to go to waste whether people catch them 
or not. There are just so many of them. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceiti. We thank you for your very excellent statement, Mr. 
Miller. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetw. If there is nothing further at this time the committee 
will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 10 p. m., the committee adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Thursday, February 9, 1954.) 
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1954 


House or ReprEsENTATIVES, 
Commirree ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HArRBors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. AnceLL. We will come to order. We will proceed now to the 
next project listed. The first one is Deep Creek, Accomack County, 
Va. 

Representative Edward J. Robeson is interested in this project. Is 
Congressman Robeson here? 

Mr. Roperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. Congressman, ordinarily we ask first for the report of 
Colonel Milne of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Roseson. That will suit me fine. 

Mr. Aneeti. And then we will hear from you. 

Mr. Roweson. Yes, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. ANcett. Colonel Milne, you may proceed, if you will, sir. 


Drere Oreex, Accomack County. Va. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Miine. Mr. Chairman, the report on Deep Creek, Acco- 
mack County, Va., is contained in House Document No. 477, 81st Con- 
gress, 2d session, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of March 
2, 1945. 7 

Deep Creek is a small stream on the lower end of the Delmarva 
Peninsula on the eastern shore of the Chesapeake Bay area. The area 
surrounding Deep Creek is rather sparsely settled. The people who 
live in this area gain their livelihood primarily from agriculture and 
fishing. There is no Federal project authorized at the present time. 

In the year 1951 about 5,000 tons of commerce was carried on Deep 
Creek. The commerce was predominantly seafood. There were some- 
thing like 11,000 vessel trips utilized in the production of that com- 
merce. 

Deep Creek has a controlling depth of 3 feet. Due to the rather 
shallow depth in the creek there have been great difficulties experi- 
enced by navigation interests. They have had to wait for periods of 
high tide, gearing their fishing operations to tidal conditions. Also 
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they have had to transport their cargo from the larger vessels into 
smaller vessels and have had to utilize trucks to carry a certain per- 
centage of the oyster catch to the processing houses in Deep Creek. 

In addition there has been certain damage occurring to the fishing 
fleet as a result of the shallow depth. 

Local interests have requested that consideration be given to pro- 
viding a channel 8 feet deep and 75 to 100 feet wide, and a turning 
basin at the lower end. The Chief of Engineers has investigated the 
area and considered that an improvement to Deep Creek consisting 
of a channel 7 feet deep and 75 feet wide, with a smaller turning basin 
in the lower end, is economically justified. 

That report was furnished to the State of Virginia and that State 
concurred in the recommendations. Likewise the Bureau of the Bud- 
get has no objection to processing the report to Congress. 

Based on the project document the Federal costs were estimated at 
$82,000 and non-Federal costs at $7,000, for a total of $89,000. The 
revised cost, based on the fall of 1953 shows a Federal cost of $95,000 
and a non-Federal cost of $8,600, for a total of $103,600. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $6,510, of which 
approximately $2,500 represents an annual maintenance charge. 

Based again on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 1.69 to 1. 

Local cooperation recommended by the Chief of Engineers requires 
that local interests provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way as 
well as spoil-disposal areas; remove the existing county wharf and all 
other structures within the limits of the channel and its side slopes; 
construct an adequate public landing open to all on equal terms, and 
provide suitable public access thereto; and hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to the construction and maintenance of 
the project, including such damages as may occur to public or leased 
oysterbeds. 

Local interests have agreed to comply with these requirements. 

Mr. Angetu. Colonel, may I ask you to repeat the non-Federal 
costs on the revised schedule ? 

Colonel Mitne. Federal costs $95,000 and non-Federal $8,600, or 
a total of $103,600. 

Mr. Ancexu. These are the revised figures ? 

Colonel Miing. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you. 

Colonel Mitne. There are 39 fishing vessels that base in the Deep 
Creek area. Due to the lack of depth the operations of those fishing 
vessels must be geared into tidal conditions, or else they must unload 
their catch elsewhere and have it transported by motor to the Deep 
Creek processing plants. 

Approximately 25 percent of the fish catch today is transferred to 
motor vehicles and brought to the Deep Creek area. If provision is 
made for a 7-foot channel in the Deep Creek area, all of the fish catch 
could be brought directly by boat into the area, with a resultant 
savings. 

We estimate that the oyster catch could be brought into Deep 
Creek by boat for some 25 cents a bushel less than is presently done 
by motor vehicles; and, some 15 cents less a bushel for oystershell. 
In addition to that saving there would be an increased catch brought 
into the area due to the fact that with a 7-foot channel the fleet could 
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go back to the fishing banks at all times without being dependent upon 
the tide. We estimate that that increased catch would be approxi- 
mately 10 percent above the catch presently being realized in the area. 

For those reasons we believe the project is economically justified and 
so recommended it. 

Mr. Anoei. Colonel, would that ¢ hannel, if it is constructed as you 
recommend here, tend to fill up rather quickly ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. There would be maintenance required. In our 
opinion it will not be excessive. We estimated something in the 
neighborhood of $2,500 a year. That channel is roughly 2.4 miles 
long, and that amount of money on an annual basis for maintenance 
is not excessive. 

Mr. Anorti. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Faxon. Is this an outlet to the ocean or to the Chesapeake Bay ¢ 

Colonel Minne. This would go into Chesapeake Bay. The location 
of Deep Creek is on the east coast of Chesapeake Bay, and Deep Creek 
is a tidal estuary that goes into the Bay. 

Mr. Anceiu. It is being utilized at the present time, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. It is. Under rather extreme difficulty. 

Mr. Ange. Is the fishing mostly for oysters? 

Colonel Mitne. It is primarily shellfish. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoets. Are there any questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoetn. Thank you, Colonel. 

May I ask my colleague, Mr. Robeson, this question: We have here 
listed three projects from Vi irginia, Deep Creek, the channel from 
Oyster Creek, Va., and Parrots Creek, Va. Is it your desire that we 
present each of these through the Corps of Army Engineers first be- 
fore we have your statement ? 

Mr. Roserson. I think since they are all more or less similar, Mr. 
Chairman, maybe my statement might be more or less applicable to 
all of them. So if it is agreeable to the chairman of the committee 
it would suit me for the engineers to present all of the facts first in 
regard to these three projects. 

Mr. Aneet. If it will suit you we will follow that procedure. 

Mr. Faxxon. Is your district on the eastern shore, Mr. Robeson ? 

Mr. Roprson. I have the First District, which is the whole tidewater 
area. I succeeded Judge Bland, who represented Virginia tidewater. 

Mr. Farion. Is part of your district on the western shore of 
Virginia ¢ 

Mr. Ropzrson. Yes, sir. From Cape Charles to the Maryland line 
is in my district. All of what we call the Eastern Shore Peninsula. 
Then I come from the North Carolina line to Norfolk and come all 
the way from Old Point to the Rappahannock. 

Mr. Fation. Your district does not run continuously then ¢ 

Mr. Roprson. No. It is in three major segments and contains all of 
the tidewater. 

Mr. Ancevi. These three projects are all located in your district, 
are they? 

Mr. Ropgrson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. We have here a petition which was sent to Con 
gressman Robeson, sent by a number of residents of your district, in 
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which they urge the adoption of this project. Without objection, | 
will ask that it be placed in the record at this point. 

(The petition referred to is as follows:) 

To CONGRESSMAN EDWARD J. ROBESON, JR. 

We, the undersigned residents in and about the vicinity of Deep Creek, Acco- 
mack County, Va., earning a living from the waters known as Deep Creek, a 
tributary of Chesapeake Bay, do hereby petition you to aid and assist us in se- 
curing a certain project for improvement of Deep Creek waterway, and do 
hereby earnestly request that you do whatever may be possible in securing said 
improvement, which will enable us to have a free passageway, which will in 
turn aid us in making a reasonable living from the waters of Deep Creek and 
the Chesapeake Bay area. 

Any assistance you may be able to render to this worthy project will be 
greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

John M. Lewis, Howard Smith, E. 8. Pruitt, J. A. Parker, Charles L. 
Crockett, Alvin T, Crockett, Louis Williams, Harvey Lewis, Page 
Davis, Bruce Williams, 8. M. Pruitt, Lee Roy Smith, Chandler 
Smith, Norman Williams, John R. Smith, William 8S. Bull, Harry 
Powers, Arthur Lewis, George F. Smith, Edward Murphy, Esq., 
Bobby S. Williams, Ira P. Lewis, John Robert Williams, Garland 
Thomas Smith, Floyd W. Zember, Chas. M. Scott, Walter Wil- 
liams. 


Mr. Rosrson. Might I make a statement in that connection ? 

Mr. ANGELL. Yes. 

Mr. Ropeson. I have files starting with this 4 years ago. They are 
voluminous files. Also I have recent letters on it. We have certain 
petitions that we sent over, but if necessary I can cover you up with 
that kind of data. I did not think you wanted it, probably. 

Mr. ANorti. Yes. Very well. 

We will proceed to the next project, which is Oyster Creek, Va. 


CHANNEL From Ovysrer, Va., ro THe ATLANTIC OCEAN 


Mr. Aner. Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on 
this project as soon as-you are ready. 

Colonel Mine. The channel from Oyster, Va., to the Atlantic 
Ocean is covered in Senate Document No. 49 of the 83d Congress, first 
session, as authorized by Senate Public Works Committee Resolution 
dated November 8, 1948. 

Oyster, Va., is located on the lower part of the Delmarva Peninsula 
on the eastern shore of the Chesapeake Bay region. It is primarily an 
agricultural and a fishing center. There is an existing Federal project 
there, a channel 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide, extending from water 
of that depth in this area and going into the village of Oyster. That 
channel permits the inhabitants of Oyster to gain access to the Atlantic 
Ocean through a natural channel at Sandy Shoals Inlet, and then 
out into the Atlantic Ocean. 

In 1951, 21,000 tons of commerce were handled over that waterway. 
It involved something in the magnitude of 6,600 vessel trips. 

It would be interesting to the committee to note that since 1948 when 
that Federal project was first constructed that the total volume of 
traffic more than doubled ; 1952 was the greatest year of record. 

Local interests have indicated difficulties with navigation due to 
the lack of depth and lack of width in the channel. Their turning 
basin area is too small to accomodate not only the fishing fleet based 
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there the year around, but also the transient fishing fleet that comes 
in during the mackerel fishing season. 

They have also indicated that there is considerable damage to the 
vessels based there. For those reasons they have requested that con- 
sideration be given to a channel of greater dimensions. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the requirements at 
Oyster, Va., and after a detailed study has recommended that the proj- 
ect be improved by increasing the width from the present 60 feet to 
a channel 80 feet wide, with no increase in depth; and that a provision 
be made for a turning basin some 1,100 feet long and averaging 320 
feet in width, or a total turning basin of 8 acres, 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been furnished 
to the State of Virginia and have been generally concurred in. The 
State indicated they would have preferred to have seen a deeper draft 
channel, but that they did concur in the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers. 

Likewise, the Bureau of the Budget has indicated no objection to the 
submission of the project to the Congress. 

Based on the project document the Federal costs were estimated at 
$72,300, and the non-Federal cost was $23,600, for a total of $95,900. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $75,160 
and a non-Federal cost of $25,600, for a total of $100,760. 

Mr. Ance.i. The Federal is $75,160? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. And the non-Federal is $25,600. 

Mr. Anceti. You will explain the wide divergence between the 
Federal and non-Federal ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Based on the revised costs the annual charges are estimated to be 
$8,185. Included in those annual charges are 33,800 for annual main 
tenance. Again based on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 
4.86 to 1. 

The requirements of local cooperation are, the furnishing of lands, 
easements and rights of way; a spoil disposal area necessary for the 
construction and subsequent maintenance; the provision for public 
use of the land between the existing public whart and State Highway 
No. 639; and an additional 400 feet of public wharf with public access 
roads and sufficient land for handling equipment; remove, free of cost 
to the United States, all wrecks, piles and other structures within the 
proposed dredging limits; and hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project, 
including such damages as may occur to public or leased shellfish 
grounds; and, establish a competent and properly constituted public 
body empowered to regulate the use, growth and development of the 
harbor facilities. 

Local interests indicated their willingness to comply with those 
items of local cooperation. 

There are 86 fishing vessels permanently based at Oyster Creek. 
In addition, during the mackeral fishing season in the spring of the 
year some 63 vessels come into the area and work out of Oyster Creek. 
Due to the lack of an adequate anchorage area and a relatively 
narrow channel those vessels must moor very closely together. During 
the height of the fishing season they for all practical purposes block 
the entire channel, making it extremely difficult for other vessels 
either to get into Oyster Creek or to get out of it. It has been esti- 
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mated conservatively that the average fishing vessel utilizing Oyster 
Creek during the fishing season suffers a delay of at least 7 hours on 
each trip into the area. The recommended project of the Chief of 
Engineers by increasing the width of the channel and providing a 
more adequate anchorage basin would for all practical purposes elim- 
inate a great percentage of the delay now experienced by the fishing 
fleet, and would also eliminate the bulk of the damage that occurs to 
the vessels. 

We estimate that the damage to the permanent fleet runs about $83 
a year for each of the motor boats and something like $7 a year for 
each of the scows. The mackerel fleet suffers an annuai damage of 
about $37 a boat. 

With the recommended project we feel there would be a rather sub- 
stantial increase in fish production by the elimination of the 15 days 
per vessel per fishing season that they now lose. There would be 
certain other intangible benefits which we have not analyzed, and 
have placed no monetary value on. 

Mr. AnGeti. Are there any questions by members of the committee 
of Colonel Milne on this project ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancevi. Thank you, Colonel. 

Will you proceed to the next project, which is Parrots Creek, Va. ? 


Parrotrrs CREEK, Va. 


Mr. Ance.t. The next project will be Parrots Creek, Va. 

Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear you on that project at this 
time. 

Colonel Mirtne. The report on Parrotts Creek, Va., is contained in 
House Document No. 46 of the 82d Congress, Ist session, authorized 
in the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

Parrotts Creek is a small tidal estuary, tributary to the Rappahan- 
nock River. It enters the Rappahannock on its west bank 23 miles 
above Chesapeake Bay. 

The area is primarily one devoted to agriculture and fishing. There 
is no Federal project at the present time. 

The Corps of Engineers has under its emergency authority done 
some dredging in an effort to keep the relatively shallow channel open. 
That was done on one occasion. 

The last year of record, 1946, showed that some 2,000 tons of com- 
merce were handled at Parrotts Creek. That commerce was pre- 
dominantly edible fish and shellfish. 

Local interests have indicated that due to the lack of depth in the 
channel, the controlling depth being 2 feet, they are unable to get into 
the processing plants except by waiting for favorable tides. They 
must first unload from their larger fishing vessels into the shallow- 
bottom craft to get into the processing plants, or else wait for the tide. 

In addition to the delays to the fishing fleet there are rather appre- 
ciable amounts of damage suffered to the individual craft. 

Local interests have requested that consideration be given to pro- 
viding a channel 6 feet deep and 50 to 80 feet wide, with a turning 
basin at the lower end. 
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The Chief of Engineers, after a detailed study of the area, feels 
that provision for a channel 6 feet in depth and 60 feet wide, and a 
small turning basin at the lower end, is economically justified. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers was furnished to the State of 
Virginia. They indicated their concurrence. Likewise the Bureau 
of the Budget indiacted that there were no objections to the submission 
of the project to Congress. 

Based on the costs in the original project document it was estimated 
that the Federal cost would be $29,600, and the non-Federal charges 
would be $4,000, for a total of $33,600. 

The costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $38,675, 
and a local cost of $5,520, for a total of $44,195. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $4,690, of which 
$2,755 represents an annual maintenance charge. 

The benefit-cost ratio based on the revised costs is 1.64 to 1. 

Local cooperation requires the local interests to furnish the lands, 
easements and rights-of-way as well as suitable spoil disposal areas for 
initial work and subsequent maintenance; to hold and save the United 
States free from damages in construction and maintenance; and con- 
struct and maintain a public wharf open to all on equal terms. 

Parrotts Creek has some 32 boats based there permanently. In ad- 
dition to that permanent fleet there is a transient fleet of some 20 to 
30 vessels which visit there during the height of the fishing season. 
Due to the lack of depth in the natural channel those vessels suffer 
both delays and physical damage. We have estimated that by the pro- 
vision of a channel 6 feet in depth and 60 feet wide there would be an 
elimination of damage to the permanent fleet amounting to about $15 
per year per vessel. In addition we have estimated that the perma- 
nent fleet loses during the fishing reason some 10 days of fishing time 
because they have to wait on tidal conditions. With the 6-foot chan- 
nel the 10-day delay would be eliminated. 

In addition, the provision of the channel in our opinion would 
attract some 10 to 15 new fishing vessels into the area, with a resultant 
increase in the Nation’s food supply. 

Finally, there would be an elimination of delays that now occur 
when the processing plants in Parrotts Creek in loading their shell 
for shipment to other areas have to load it on shallow-bottomed boats 
and go into deeper water and then transfer to the deeper draft vessels. 

All of these benefits we believe make this project economically 
justified. 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any questions of Colonel Milne on my 
right ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Ance.i. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, are these projects which we are considering 
this morning mostly fishing harbors, and the main benefits would be 
to the fishing industry. Is that correct? 

Colonel Mirne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. They are not the pleasure craft type of project? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. , These are all commercial fishing harbors. 
In our analysis of the projects before the committee today we do not 
believe that there are recreational benefits accruing as a result of the 
improvements we have recommended. 
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Mr. Scupper, That is all. 

Mr. AnoeLu. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Fatton. Just one. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fauion. Could these harbors be used as harbors of shelter ? 

Colonel Mine. They could be. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. In what respect, may I ask? 

Mr. Fation, That particular area, as I know it—and I have been 
on both the ocean side and on the inside, that is, on the bay side— 
gets pretty turbulent there. It gets good and rough. If a boat is 
coming up from Florida to New York and it is a pleasure craft, that 
would be a harbor of refuge for them in case of a big storm, because 
they could be notified in time to go in there. 

Mr. Becker. If you only have a 6-foot channel there, what is the 
depth of the water around it? 

Mr. Fauton. No. On the bay. I do not know what these pleasure 
craft draw on the bay, but lots of them draw under 6 feet. If they 
are caught out on the bay in one of these big storms they can get into 
1 6-foot channel and use it as a harbor of refuge. 

Mr. Becker. Those outside boats that are traveling on the outside 
water. 

Mr. Fatton. No, I am talking about bay boats. 

Mr. Becker. But they are not the coastal boats going up and down 
the coast. You are speaking of the pleasure craft. 

Mr. Fation. You cannot prove that this particular one could be 
used as a harbor of refuge on the bay, but the others can. 

Mr. Becker. The one before. But I do not think this is. 

Mr. Farton. Where does this empty into? 

Colonel Miine. Parrotts Creek empties into the Rappahannock 
River about 20 miles above the Chesapeake Bay. Parrotts Creek would 
probably not be the best example of the kind of harbor you had in 
mind. 

Mr. Farton. I meant the one before. 

Colonel Mitne. The one before, that is, Oyster Creek. 

Mr. Becker. That is on the east coast. These are all on the inside. 
This and the one at Deep Creek are on the inside. 

Colonel Mitnz. Deep Creek and Oyster Creek are both on the Del- 
marva Peninsula. This is on the west side, the mainland. This is 
the first project during this hearing that we have had on the west 
side. 

But I might say, Mr. Becker, that all of these projects we have been 
discussing in the last several days do have an element of safety in 
them in the sense that the fishing fleet comes into these harbors in 
periods of rough weather. Due to the fact that so many of them have 
been very, very congested when there is a period of stormy weather 
the fleet 1s continuously banging into each other and suffering a great 
deal of damage. 

As you recall, most of the projects have also recommended the pro- 
vision of a large anchorage basin which is to permit the vessels to 
spread further apart, so that in periods of rough weather they will 
not suffer that damage. 

Mr. AnceELu. These three projects are located in Virginia and in the 
district of our colleague, Edward J. Robeson, Jr., Mr. Robeson is here 
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and he asks to be heard on the three projects presented by the Corps 
of Engineers. 
We would be very glad to hear from you at this point, Mr. Robeson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. ROBESON, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Roseson. Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I am indebted to the 
colonel for the information which I agree he has so well presented. 
I know many of you are not familiar with these people and the condi- 
tions which exist there. It would be an interesting experience if you 
could actually go down there and get to know these people. 

It is mostly composed of family enterprises. They have been there 
for generations. Why in the world they keep doing it you and I 

can wonder about because they cannot make wages compared to wages 

in other places. Their customs and habits go back to their old Eng- 
lish ancestors. In fact, I have a hard time understanding them some- 
times because their language is not modern, or at least a lot of it is 
not. 

There are some commercial people that come in from other areas, 
but these people live very plainly and very simply. They build their 
own boats and attend to their own nets. Their families under great 
hardship go out and get tons of oysters and clams and fish. 

I do not believe you and I would regard it as a profitable business. 
We would not get into it. But they have been in it for generations. 

The saving to these people in damages and in what they would save 
from loading and caboiinn and trucking would be the difference 
between even a reasonable standard of living rand what they now under- 
go. It is difficult for me to understand why there is difficulty in ob- 
taining the small amount of money necessary to maintain this plain 
living and to continue an endeavor for these people which they have 

carried out for generations—I cannot explain why it is diffic ult to get 
appropriations in the light of the appropriations I vote for so often 
up here. 

As you brought out, two of these projects are where they get rough 
seas in the bay and on the outside. The mouth of the Rappahannock 
is quite wide. In addition to these people, many of the people in the 
area have boats and fish and go out with families of people. It is 
essential for numbers of boats to have some refuge. They do have 
some terrific experiences with boats capsizing and frequently some of 
these people are drowned. So I am intensely interested in it as a 
human problem in doing something to help citizens who have been 
Americans for generations to continue their way of life, and to help 
them to do something that nobody else is going to undertake after 
they quit. 

[ say this because there are many other things people can do which 
are not as much of a hardship nor as difficult or as hazardous, 

I cannot add anything to what the colonel said. I did not submit 
the files that I have and that my predecessor has on these people and 
the personal letters, because I thought that the facts would be sufficient 
for you. But if it develops that you do need anything else of that 
nature, I will be happy to supply the committee with further sub- 
stantiating evidence. 
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If there are any questions I would be glad to try to answer them. I 
have been in this area and enjoyed visiting with these people. I went 
in there this summer to some of these areas. It did not happen to be 
high tide at the time, and in order to get to the head of the harbor we 
had to go in a very small boat to get in there. These people have a 
great deal of patience and wait from high tide to high tide to get in 
to where they live and are able to unload. Having been in a corporate 
business and a big industry I could not go along ‘with that kind of a 
hardship, but they do it. They are very fine people and do not ask 
for subsidies or relief. They just expect to be helped to work and 
make a living. 

I could really make a plea for them because I am so sympathetic to 
them and to their problems. 

Mr. Aneewu. Dr. Neal has a question. 

Mr. Nea. Perhaps this is just an observation. I wonder if from 
year to year there is any change. You say you have peculiar types 
of individuals engaged in fishing and I think that is probably true 
from what observation I have made. Families have a tendency to 
remain fishermen. They are born and raised and die fishermen. 

Do the villages grow in number from year to year? 

Mr. Roseson. They have not, I do not think, in recent years. A 
lot of their sons have been drafted out because they are not essential, 
you know. A lot of them go away. 

Mr. Neat. One other question. Relative to their contribution to 
the overall production of seafood, from year to year there is usually 
a gradual increase in the number of fishing vessels engaged in the 
operation, is there not? 

Mr. Ropeson. That is right. If they have facilities they can use. 

Mr. Neat. This type of improvement, of course, would tend to facili- 
tate that. 

Mr. Ropeson. Yes. That is right. And if we do not do it the 
oyster and shellfish particularly are going to merens 8 gradually from 
the general market because they are the people who go out there 
and tong them and get them off the rocks and get the clams out and 
haul them in. . 

The colonel indicated that the handling of these things is an incred- 
ibly difficult job. Sometimes they have to get them in the boat by tong- 
ing and then they transfer them to a scow and then transfer them to 
a truck, and they haul them up to the processing houses and then 
haul them from there somewhere else. 

I have never complained about the price of an oyster when I ate 
it away from down there, not since I have seen how they have to do it. 

Mr. Nea. The problems which are faced by these people are similar 
to those of hundreds and hundreds of villages up and down the 
Atlantic coastline. 

Mr. Rorrson. I imagine so, but again I say these people did not 
go away from there and spread out into the more fertile fields around 
the country. They just kept staying there making a living off the 
sea. It is their way of life and they do not know any other way. 
If you have been down there you know their dwellings are plain and 
their way of life is very plain. 

Mr. Fatton. Almost primitive. 
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Mr. Ropeson. And they are a fine people. But they are not vocal. 
| could have brought them up here if they would have come up here. 
However, they would not know how to talk effectively. They are a 
religious people and they believe in property rights. They are con- 
cerned for their own country. Few of these people raise any kick 
about thir sons being drafted. They said, “It is our war and the boy 
has to go.” 

Mr. Nrav. They are willing to work out their own social security ¢ 

Mr. Roseson. That is right. 

If I had the language to picture them to you as they really are you 
would almost go down 1 there and help them dig the channel. If they 
had the facilities and knew how to do it they would do it. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Robeson has done a very good job 
of pleading the cause of these people—a very good job. Sentimentally 
and factually, that is, in backing them up. 

Mr. Ropeson. I was interested in getting an aircraft carrier for the 
shipyard, but in a way I will tell you, I have more heartfelt interest for 
these people. If they disappear then their way of life and their 
families will disappear. 

Mr. Scupper. Just another observation: These people who go to 
sea and harvest the fishes to my way of thinking are comparable to 
some of the marginal farmers who eke out an existense on a farm. We 
provide a farm-to-market road and I consider these small harbors as 
sort of a farm-to-market road to these people. They live in little 
communities and go out and harvest the fishes of the sea. 

Mr. Ropeson. And they are perishable. 

Mr. Scupper. In considering these projects we should give the same 
weight we would to construct a road to bring a farmer’s produce to 
the market. This harbor and similar small harbors along the coast- 
line of both the Pacific and Atlantic coasts do lend themselves to pro- 
viding the fisherman with a means to go out and harvest the crop of 
fishes for human consumption. 

Mr. Roseson. That is right. And the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation does not have to investigate these people, I can assure you of 
that. 

Mr. Fatton. You say these people are not subsidized in any way 
by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Ropeson. As far as I know there is no way they can be subsid- 
ized. They have a perishable commodity which they have to move. 

Mr. Anorix. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ? : 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceit. We thank you very much for your very fine presenta- 
tion, Mr. Robeson. 

Mr. Rosson. I am very grateful to you for a sympathetic hearing. 
Thank you, sir. 

Mr. ANoetn. That concludes these three projects, as I understand it. 

If there are no further witnesses here to be heard on the three Vir- 
ginia projects, that will conclude them, and we will proceed to the 
next project. 
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Port Roya Sounp ‘ro Braurorr, 8S. C., CHANNEL 


Mr. Anerii. Next we have scheduled for taking up the channel 
from Port Royal Sound to Beaufort, S. C., which I et is in the 
district of our colleague, Representative Rivers of South Carolina, 
who is present. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, do I speak before the Army engineers ¢ 

Mr. Ancerr. Well, the usual procedure, I may say, is to hear from 
the Army engineers first. If that is agreeable to you we will follow 
that procedure, Congressman. 

Mr. Rivers. Very well. I will follow the Army engineers, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Anorii. Very well. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed. 

Colonel Mine. The report on the channel, Port Royal Sound to 
Beaufort, S. C., is contained in House Document 469 of the 81st Con- 
gress, 2d session, authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved 
on March 2, 1945. 

Port Royal Sound is off the coast of South Carolina just north of 
Savannah. It runs some 24 miles into the Beaufort River and to Port 
Royal. It isan area that contains primarily agriculture and light in- 
dustry. There is no Federal project for the Port Royal Sound area. 

Mr. Rivers. May I interject? What do you mean by that? Parris 
Island is located there. 

Colonel Mrpnr. T meant, sir, no navigation project. 

Mr. Anceii. No existing project. 

Colonel Minne. No existing navigation project. However, as Con- 
gressman Rivers mentioned, it is the center of a very large Marine 
base at Parris Island. I believe it is one of the largest Marine in- 
stallations in the country. 

Loe al interests asked that consideration be given to providing a 
deep draft channel into Port Royal. They considered that the pro- 
vision of a channel some 32 feet in depth and 500 feet wide through 
the sound proper and then narrowing down as it got inland to 400 
feet in width and 30 feet in depth would be adequate to meet the needs 
of potential commerce in the area 

The Chief of Engineers made a detailed study of the requirements 
of this area in 1948. He came to the conclusion that the potential 
commerce was such that it would justify a Federal navigation project. 
He concluded that a channel 27 feet in depth and 500 feet wide across 
the sound and then 24 feet in deptlt to Port Royal and 400 feet wide 
would serve the needs of the commerce that could be expected to uti- 
lize the area. 

The overall length of this channel was just over 20 miles from the 
Atlantic Ocean to Port Royal itself. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were furnished to 
the Governor of the State of South Carolina, who concurred in them. 
Then they were furnished to the Bureau of the Budget. 

[ should like to read at this point the comment of the Bureau of the 
Budget, pointing out to the committee that the original report of the 
Corns of Engineers was made in 1948, and that the Bureau of the 

sudget’s comments are dated January 30, 1950. T will read one 
extract from its report: 
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It is noted from the report that the major part of the prospective commerce 
which is expected to result from the improvement consists of the receipt of chemi- 
cals and of hardwood logs from foreign sources and the shipment of manufac- 
tured plywood and plastics. Movements of these commodities are expected to 
increase due to a recent expansion of the plant of the Plywoods-Plastics Corp. 
However, it is understood that contemplated increased production of that plant 
has been delayed due to a reorganization of the corporation and an unfavorable 
change in the rate of foreign exchange. In view of this development, it would 
appear that full realization of the benefits from savings in transportation costs 
may be somewhat questionable at this time. Certainly construction of the pro- 
posed improvement, if authorized by Congress, should not be undertaken until 
either the corporation’s anticipated production potential, upon which is premised 
a sizable part of the prospective commerce, has been realized or until other devel- 
opments provide satisfactory assurance that the facilities will be properly 
utilized. 

Accordingly, and on this basis, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to advise you that there would be no objection to the submission 
of the report to Congress, 

Based on the project document we estimate the improvements I de- 
scribed would represent a Federal cost of $600,000 and the non-Fed- 
eral cost would be negligible. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 
showed a Federal cost of $765,000. 

Based on the revised cost the annual charges are estimated at 
$163,000, of which $136,000 represents annual maintenance. Again 
based on the revised costs and using the benefits we anticipated would 
accrued if this project were constructed, we estimated a benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.5 to 1. Those benefits were based primarily on the move- 
ment of logs and chemicals to the Plywoods-Plastics Corp. and the 
incidental commerce that would be attracted to the area. There was 
a very appreciable saying on the movement of logs of something like 30 
cents a ton if Port Royal had an improved channel. On plywood the 
amount was 40 cents a ton. On chemicals and plastics it amounted to 
something like 60 cents a ton. 

Based on all of that prospective movement we felt that the project 
would be economically justified and our recommendations so stated. 

As the Bureau of the Budget pointed out, a large portion of the 
benefits would be as a result of rather heavy commerce moving to the 
Plywoods-Plastics Corp. which anticipated an expansion. After we 
finished our report and while it was at the Bureau of the Budget, : 
change occurred and the planned expansion of the Plywoods-Plastics 
Corp. did not materialize. 

However, the Port Authority of South Carolina indicated there 
was other traffic that would move into the area. Our district office, in 
Charleston, has worked very closely with the port authority on ana 
lyzing this prospective traffic. The port authority has been extremely 
cooperative and have furnished us with a tremendous amount of in- 
formation on potential traffic. That potential traffic is rather varied 
and covers such things as blackstrap molasses, lumber, wood products, 
and fertilizer. The district is in the process of analyzing this data. 
However, at this time we have not completed our analysis, and have 
not been able to determine what the benefits might be. We are not 
prepared to make a recommendation on the project at this time. 

[ would like to tell the committee that we will attempt to have a firm 
recommendation from the field prior to the time you will have com- 
pleted your action on the present authorization bill. 

Mr. Ancet1, Colonel Milne, did you say there were no non-Federal 
fund contributions? 
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Colonel Miine. In dollars? 

Mr. Anceui. Not in dollars? 

Colonel Mine. Not in dollars, sir. But the local cooperation for 
this project is commensurate with the local cooperation required on 
any type of a deep-draft channel. 

To be specific, Mr. Chairman, these are the items that the local in- 
terests have been requested to furnish: All lands and easements and 
rights-of-way, as well as spoil-disposal areas necessary for the contruc- 
tion and subsequent maintenance of the project when and as required ; 
hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction and subsequent maintenance of the project; and install and 
maintain without cost to the United States suitable additional termi- 
nal facilities as required. 

Of course, in the furnishing of those assurances and actually ac- 
complishing them it would require a substantial expenditure. 

I might say that the local interests have indicated they would be 
willing to furnish those assurances. 

Mr. Ancetyi. These are the customary contributions that are pre- 
scribed in all these projects. 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. As I understand your report, the channel covers a 
distance of about 20 miles. 

Colonel Mitne. Just about, sir. 

Mr. Anceii. What is the type of area it crosses there on the Atlan- 
tic Ocean ¢ 

Colonel Mine. It would go from the 27-foot depth in the Atlantic 
Ocean and across the Port Royal Sound and up the Beaufort River. 

Mr. ANGELL. A s there a channel across there now ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Two natural channels cross Port Royal Bar, sepa- 
rated by M: wrtin’ s Industry Shoal. South Channel is about 20 feet 
deep near its outer end but shoals to 14 feet. Southeast Channel has a 
controlling depth of 20 feet across the bar. 

Mr. Ancetw. Is there any channel elsewhere for that port? 

Colonel Mitne. There is no deep-draft navigation channel. There 
is the Intracoastal Waterway which traverses this waterway. The 
nearest deep-draft channel is Savannah Harbor. 

Mr. ANGELL. Where is the Intracoastal Waterway on the map? 

Colonel MitNer. The Intracoastal Waterway, a 12-foot channel, 
joins Port Royal Sound from the southwest and on the inshore side 
of Hilton Head Island. Crossing the sound, it enters Beaufort River 
and goes generally northward, passing the Marine Base at Parris 
Island, to Beaufort, 8. C. The distance from Port Royal Sound to 
Beaufort is about 12 miles. 

Mr. AnGeL. I notice by your report a very heavy annual main- 
tenance of $136,000. That is due, I presume, to the fact that there is a 
long area crossing that sound and out into the ocean. 

Colonel Mine. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Anoriw. And that fills up each year? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANnGe. Is that one of the reasons why you feel at this par- 
ticular time that the project should not be authorized ¢ 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. 

Mr. Ance.t. And not approved by your committee ¢ 
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Colonel Mine. When we recommended in our original report this 
project, we considered very thoroughly the maintenance problem and 
came to the conclusion that the amortization of the initial investment 
plus the annual maintenance of some $136,000 was well below the 
benefits that would accrue as a result of the anticipated traffic. The 
only reason why we are unable to make a recommendation this morn- 
ing is because of the complete change in potential traffic that occurred 
in this area. The traffic we originally analyzed is no longer pro- 
spective and we are now in the process of analyzing the data fur- 
nished by the South Carolina Port Authority. 

Mr. AnGELL. To what do you attribute the change there with refer- 
ence to plywood ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Very largely because the Plywoods-Plastics Corp. 
did not expand their facilities. 

Mr. Ancett. Do you know why it was not expanded as contem- 
plated ¢ 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. I do not. 

Mr. Anereii. Are there any questions of Colonel Milne from my 
right ? 

Mr. Steep. With this new channel is there any way that the Marine 
base there could make use of this channel if they wanted to? 

Colonel Mitne. I think that any channel of this type passing by a 
military installation is bound to have benefits to that installation. 
However, in our evaluation we considered that an intangible type of 
benefit and did not place a dollar value on it. 

Mr. Streep. What I meant, though, is, if it is situated with regard to 
the base there so that it could be used? Is it in close proximity to 
the base ? ; 

Colonel Mitne. The Marine base is right at that point. 

Mr. Rivers. I am prepared to answer that question for you. 

Colonel Mitne. It is located near enough to the channel so that they 
could utilize it. 

Mr. Becker. Following that up, however, how long has Parris 
Island been there? 

Mr. Rivers. Fifty years. 

Mr. Brecker. And up to this time there has not been a request by the 
military authorities for the widening and deepening of that channel 
for Parris Island, saying that it would affect them in any way bene- 
ficially. 

Colonel Mitne. The benefits, Mr. Becker, were not to the Marine 
base. 

Mr. Becker. No. I am talking about the question raised about 
Parris Island. Let us keep the commercial aspects and that sort of 
thing in one part. Let us not try to build up some other potential 
that for 50 years has not been requested by the military forces. God 
knows, certainly if the marines down there wanted the channel 
through there for the benefit of Parris Island, I think we would have 
had it by now. 

Mr. Streep. My question was not asked on the assumption that they 
wanted it. I was trying to determine if it was built there anyway 
would they get some use out of it. 

Mr. Becker. As a potential, Mr. Steed. 

Mr. Streep. If it would be so situated that if they did want to use 
it they could. 
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Mr. Ancett. For the purpose of the record, is there any recom- 
mendation on the part of the Army engineers that this is essential 
to the national defense? 

Colonel Mine. The Marine Corps states that it would be of some 
benefit, sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions from my left? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancet. If not, we thank you, Colonel. 

We have with us our colleague, Congressman Rivers from South 
Carolina. We will be glad to hear you at this time, Congressman 
Rivers. 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF SOUTH CARO- 
LINA 


Mr. Rivers. I do not want to encroach on the time of my witnesses 
here whom I brought here, but if I can address myself for 5 minutes 
to the military aspect of this thing I would appreciate it. 

I have with me the chairman of the South Carolina State Ports 
Authority, plus another member of the State ports authority, and 
others of their professional staff who have lived in Washington and 
South Carolina and are prepared to give you adequate information 
on everything pertaining to the potential tonnage of this project from 
a civilian standpoint. To begin with, this is pronounced Bifort and 
not Beaufort. Beaufort is in North Carolina and Bifort is in South 
Carolina. 

The next.thing is, during World War II the marines did want to 
get things out of there, Mr. Becker, but they did not give any help 
because money was not the important item then. Time was of the 
essence. I was on the Naval Defense Committee then. We tried to 
get it and they used a costly and very costly alternative of sending en- 
tire pullman trains into Parris Island when one transport would have 
saved the day right there. But the war could not wait. They would 
like very much to have it. 

I would like to call this to your attention. There is not a port or 
a harbor on the Atlantic Ocean to compare with it. That goes for the 
area from Maine to Florida. 

Mr. Ancetz.. What about Baltimore?’ 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I am not talking about Baltimore. 
You can put the entire United States Navy in Port Royal Sound. 
And Mr. Means, the chairman of the State ports authority, will tell 
you that in the 1900’s that was a thriving place, it is the only place 
where this country has been successful. 

The reason why this shoal is there is because it has been neglected 
for going on to 50 years. With one dredging project it will be com- 
pleted. It has not been given a chance. 

We have the finest potential harbor facilities there of anywhere on 
the coast. We have the terminus of the Charleston & Western Caro- 
lina Railway Co., which runs from Port Royal to Cincinnati, Ohio, 
tapping the entire region. If it had not been for the war between 
the States that railroad would have tapped the West and it would 
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have been the port today on the East. That railroad carries a great 
deal of commerce which would be supplemented by the facilities when 
the plastics industry expands its facilities. The railroad then goes to 
the fhese H-bomb plant which will cost $1 billion and will greatly im- 
plement this port. 

As to the Plywoods-Plastics Corp., it has been taken over by the 
Westinghouse Corp. I was down there in December and went over 
the project. They are in the process of a very large expansion pro- 
gram. It is no longer owned by the individuals who had the RFC 
money and were spending Uncle Sam’s money all the time. They 
had no good program. They were going out of business anyway. 
Westinghouse runs it now and has a large expansion program. Their 
plastics output doubled and quadrupled. 

Mr. Brecxer. And they are using invested money ? 

Mr. Rivers. Private enterprise money. The same thing you and I 
are interested in. It is a thriving organization and is expanding 
and is a thousand times better off financially than they ever were 
under the RFC money which they were using originally. 

In addition to that, I have a letter here dated February 5, 1954, 
from the Department of the Navy, Headquarters U nited States 
Marine Corps, which says that they are in the process now of moving 
or authorizing a removal—and I think it will be done when the public 
works bill comes before my Armed Services Committee—we will 
authorize them to expend $11 million to have an airfield near Parris 
Island. It is the oldest Marine Corps base and it will be implemented 
with an airfield which will have 10,000 personnel. 

In addition to that we have a $10 million hospital there at Parris 
Island, the sick people for which could be brought into Port Royal, 
which is only a stone’s throw from the Marine base hospital, which is 
not at Parris Island but is at Beaufort. 

The potential of this port has the most promising future of any 
port anywhere if they have this relatively infinitesimally small sum 
of money authorized to give them the access to deep water to which 
they are entitled. The reason why it has not been done is because 
it was abandoned. At the turn of the century when the Navy Yard 
was at Parris Island it was moved to Charleston, 8. C_—my hometown. 
I do not want to move it and we are not going to move it. But at 
Parris Island there is a drydock where we have United States battle 
ships. Senator Means will give you all of that information. 

This was a thriving port until it was abandoned. Any port that 
is not used will silt up. All if needs is one dredging and the com 
merce will take care of the rest. 

I have been trying over the years, and during the war I got the 
Navy to recommend, that Parris Island be accessible. When the 
Korean war came if we had this port dredged the transports could 
have tied up at the Parris Island docks and it would have saved 
thousands and thousands of dollars on direct transportation. 

This thing has the most amazing future. I wish the committee 
could go down there and see it. It is one of the finest projects this 
fine committee could consider, 

The Army would not dare not to recommend this project. They 
know it is a good project. 

I could tell you something else about it, but I had better not. I 
will get too involved. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize for encroaching on your 
generous kindness in letting me talk as long as I have. Now I want 
to give you some specific information and I will ask you for your 
indulgence to present the chairman of the South Carolina State Ports 
Authority, the Honorable Cotesworth P. Means of Charleston. 

I will be glad to answer any questions if you care to interrogate me. 

Mr. ANGELL. We will give the committee members an opportunity 
to do that before we close. 


STATEMENT OF COTESWORTH P. MEANS, CHAIRMAN, SOUTH 
CAROLINA STATE PORTS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Means. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mr. Ance.u. Will you give your full name and title, please. 

Mr. Means. Cotesworth P. Means, chairman of the South Carolina 
State Ports Authority. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Means. Before reading my formal statement, gentlemen, I 
want to say just a few words about it as briefly as I can. 

I could tell from the expressions on your faces when we came in that 
you felt this was another group of comic characters from the sticks 
going to come behind you for money. That is your lifetime daily 
occupation, I know. I can sympathize with you because in a bush- 
league way I have been in the same situation you have been with the 
City Council of Charleston for 8 years, and on the Finance Committee 
of South Carolina for 8 years, and I know what you are up against. 

I promise to make this as brief as possible and not bother you. 

If one of us is personally insulted we know what to do about it. I 
have never had any trouble taking care of myself physically when 1 
aim affronted, but when you represent an institution officially, if you 
are injured you cannot go out and beat someone up. In our country 
that is not permissible. But the American system of self-government 
is the best scheme on-earth of handling business when it works. Our 
official duty to rectify injustices and give the information where it 
can do the most good is to do so at this hearing and at this moment. 

I am taking this opportunity to pass on to you gentlemen the infor- 
mation we have. My problem is how to get it before you in 10 or 15 
minutes, when it has lasted since 1560. 

I did it in this way: I went Sunday morning to the office and 
worked until a quarter of twelve that night trying to condense this 
problem and bring the story into a few typewritten words which could 
give you all the information, so that we could pass on to you the 
responsibility of doing what should be done on this problem of Port 
Royal-Beaufort Harbor. I think I have done that and in reading 
this statement I want to tell you it is not the usual statement gotten 
up by an engineer or a secretary, or a public-relations officer. I wrote 
every syllable of it and it was corrected after and mimeographed for 
you yesterday, but I want you to listen to it as if I am telling the 
story direct. We can put it in pretty well that way so that it will be 
official and formal. This is the statement. , 

Mr. AnceL. May I ask you how long your statement is? 

Mr. Means. It is 10 pages. I will not read it all, though. 

Mr. ANcexi. If you care just to give the highlights and have the 


full statement extended in the record it is quite agreeable to us. 
Whatever you desire. 
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Mr. Means. With your permission I will read it, sir, and if I am 
taking too long you can call me down on it. I do not think it will 
take long because I will read it fast. 

Mr. ANoetL. Very well. 

Mr. Means. I am Cotesworth P. Means, a member of the South 
Carolina State Ports Authority since its creation in 1942, and chair- 
man since 1950. 

A very substantial volume of potential commerce in the Beaufort 
Port Royal area has developed since the subject of providing funds 
for that port last received official consideration. 

A complete summary of this information, covering the economic 
justification for the project, has been prepared by representatives of 
this authority, and is now submitted to your committee by our traffic 
manager, Mr. W. L. Glaze, as a part of this presentation. 

With your permission I will ask Mr. Glaze to read a short statement 
to you. 

Mr. Ancetx.. Will you please give your name for the record, Mr. 
Glaze ¢ 


STATEMENT OF W. L. GLAZE, TRAFFIC MANAGER, SOUTH CAROLINA 
STATE PORTS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Giaze. My name is W. L. Glaze, traffic manager, South Carolina 
State Ports Authority. 

I have been associated with the authority since 1944. I have a pre- 
pared statement of only three pages which with your indulgence | 
would like to read for the record. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Guaze. Thank you, sir. 

Asa result of a survey made by Mr. 8. W. Pilgrim, our southeastern 
representative, copy attached, it has eae determined that there is an 
estimated potential movement of 128 million gallons or 1,497,600,000 
pounds of blackstrap molasses which could move from Port Royal 
to various consuming destinations in South Carolina, North Carolina, 
Georgia, Tennessee and other Southeastern States at a saving of 
$0.0648 per hundred pounds. The first phase of this operation is 
estimated at 25 percent of the total, or 374,400,000 pounds, or a result- 
ing annual savings ve ore iae in the movement of this commodity 
through Port Roy al, ., When compared with the cost of moving 
it through Norfolk, Va. “5 “ nearest port of entry at which storage 
facilities are presently located. 

Blackstrap molasses, as well as other commodities on which a saving 
in the cost of transportation would be effected if they are exported, 
imported, or handled in intercoastal or coastwise movement through 
Port Royal, are shown in the following tabulation. 

This tabulation was related to you by the colonel. 


Prospective commerce and benefits from the improvement 


Commodity Annual tonnage Annual benefits 

» 
Molasses, blackstrap 187, 200 $242, 600 
Lumber. 10, 000 4,000 
Wood produc ts 5, 000 6, 000 
Fertilizer 63, 300 10, 800 


Total 265, 500 263, 400 
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The above figures were taken from the Charleston district engineer’s 
report on this project. The annual benefits as shown from these figures 
approximates 99 cents per ton. Since the survey referred to above 
the Authority’s Traffic Bureau has completed a transportation rate 
study for three large industrial plants who are considering locating 
in the immediate area of Port Royal as follows: 

(a) Wool scouring and combing plant, 1 of 4 units which is esti- 
mated to cost approximately $3 million. This plant’s initial require 
ments for imported wool would be 20 million es or 10,000 tons 
per year, and based on the approximate annual benefit of 99 cents per 
ton would result in an annual benefit of $9,900. These figures added 
to those in the above tabulation would increase the annual tonnage 


to 275,500 tons and the annual benefits to $273,300. When the other 


three units are added the requirements of imported wool are expected 
to be increased to 80 million pounds or 40,000 tons per year, which 
would result in an annual benefit of $39,600. These figures added to 
those shown in the tabulation would produce an annual tonnage of 
305,500 tons with an annual benefit of $303,000, and are based 
only on the imported wool requirements of the plant and do not in- 
clude other commodities which might be imported for use in the 
processing such as chemicals, nor does it include any finished products 
which might be exported through Port Royal. At the present time 
the nearest wool scouring and combing plant is located at) Phila- 
delphia, Pa., which plant furnishes wool to southern worsted mills. 

(4) Asbestos plant at an estimated cost of $1 million. This plant 
manufactures asbestos blankets to be used by paper mills throughout 
the country. At the present time their requirements of imported 
asbestos fiber are not known. 

(c) Chemical plants estimated to cost between 60 and 90 million 
dollars. After an extensive survey of a areas and reports from 
their engineers, this company has sppatentl y reached the conclusion 
that the Port Royal area affords the best geographical and centralized 
location for their contemplated plant. The chief product of tnis 
plant would be caustic soda with their main customers being the large 
textile and paper mills in Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina and 
Florida. Their raw materials would come in principally by boat from 
the West Indies, Jamacia, Trinidad, and other islands in that vicinity 
and the finished products would move by barges and railroads to the 
consumers. When the requirements of these two latter plants are 
known it could well increase the annual benefits to $500,000. One of 
the primary reasons why these various companies ‘are interested in 
locating their plants in this area is to take advantage of the savings in 
transportation costs resulting from the use of Port Royal for their 
waterborne shipments, and no doubt their final decision will rest on 
whether or not plans for the development of that port are approved. 

Plans for establishing bulk storage facilities at Port Royal for the 
storage of blackstrap molasses are already being studied and should 
funds for the deepening of the channel be approved the authority 
would, following its normal policy, first attempt to have private enter- 
prises establish such a plant, and failing in that would establish the 
facilities themselves. In addition to blackstrap molasses such a tank 
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farm would be suited for the storage of various other liquid cargoes 
requiring such storage. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. 

Are there any questions to Mr. Glaze by the members of the com- 
mittee on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeLL, Any questions by the members of the committee on 
my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnceiL. We thank you, sir, for your statement. 

Mr. Guaze. May I have the tonnage figures incorporated in the 
record ¢ 

Mr. AncetL. Without objection, they may be so incorporated. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Survey made by the South Carolina State Ports Authority showing actual and 
patential tonnage in the immediate tributary area of Port Royal, 8. C. 


Annual tonnage 


Commoitity Firm _- mae 
Actual | Potential 
Baskets Beaufort Wood Products Co., Beaufort, 8S. C 6, 000 ale 
Bauxite ore Babcock & Wilcock, Augusta, Ga 16, 000 
Chemicals Carolina Chemical Co., Inc West Colur nbia, 8. C 200 
Do Atomic Energy Commission’, Aiken, 8. C 12, 000 
Do Moreland Chemical Co., Spartanburg, S.C 100 
Doors Hamptonite Door Co., Varnville, 8. C 100 
Fertilizer Brown Fertilizer Co., Blacksville, S. C 3, 000 
Do Greer Guano Co., Greer, S.C 175 
Do Ashcraft-Wilkinson Co, Atlanta, Ga 20. 000 
Do Bradley & Baker, New York, N. Y 20, 000 
Furniture Littl john’s Inc., Greenville, s.c 52 
Gravel Augusta Sand & Gravel Co., Augusta, Ga 100, 000 
Gasoline The Southeastern Sand Co., Cayce, 8. C 1,000 
Do. Southeastern Concrete Co., Aiken, 8. C 700 
Logs Southern Chemical Coating Co., subsidiary of Williams | 80,000 
Furniture Co., Beaufort, ©, C 
Lumber Georgia Pacific Plywood Plastics Co., Fairfax, 8. C 20, 000 3 
Machinery 5 Textile Mill Suvplies, Greenville, 8. C ray 2 
Nitrate of soda ©. G. Gunter, Inc., Greenville, 8. C 500 
Oil Garrett Pure Oil Co., Fountain Inn, .O 4 4 
Paper tubes Textile Equipment C orp., Gree ie. > 30, 000 . 
Poles Taylor-Colquitt Co., Spartanburg, 8.C 5, 000 j 
Rayon staple - - Jackson Mills, W ellford, 8, C. 250 x 
Rice South Carolina Rice Growers Association, W: alterboro, 8. C 30, 000 
Rugs Belrug Mills, Inc., Greenville, 8. C_. 200 
Seeds and slz 1g ; ihe Epting Distributing Co., Leesy ille, 8. C. 6, 500 
Sugar i H. Pike & Son, New Y ork, J 25, 000 
Textiles.......-- Gre aniteville Co., Graniteville, ‘ 2, 550 |... ‘ 
Tineience Blue Channel C Orp., Beaufort, 3 % , 5, 000 
Tuna. _._- .. Riviera Packing Co., Eastport, Maine... ‘ 15,000 |....-. = 
Miscellaneous - - - - Those people who w ill use the port but do not know the exact |.....-.--- 100, 000 


approximate tonnage that will be shipped annually—we are 
listing 100,000 tons. 


Nors.—Listed below are the names and addresses of steamship lines who have expressed willingness to 
serve Port Royal, providing, the channel is dredged to the proper depth and suitable terminals are erected: 
Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., Inc., New Orleans, La. 
United States Lines, New York, 'N. AL 
Boise-Griffin Steamship Co., Inc., New York, N. Y. 
Moore-McCormack Lines, Inc., New York, N. Y. 
French Line, New Orleans, La. 
Garcia Line, New York, N. Y 
Hellenic Lines, Ltd., New York, N. Y. 
Isbrandsten Co., Inc., New York, N. Y. 
Waterman Steamship Corp., Mo ile, Ada. 
American-Hawaiian Steamship Co., New York, N. Y 
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The following potential commodities could be had either through Charleston, 
Georgetown, or Port Royal or divided among the three ports; providing, suitable 
bulk liquid storage facilities are available at each port: 


Commodi 


Molasses (black 
De 


Do 


jyuia 
i 


Latex 
! juid). 


Sugar 

Oil (tall 

Oil (peanut 

Oil (soybean 

Solvent (liquid 
Do 


li 
I 
j 
il 


Tallow 


lity Quantity 


‘strap Unknown 
2 million gallons 
125 million gallons 


250,000 gallons 
10,000 gallons 
Unknown 
do 
do -. 
3,000 tons 
1,000 tons monthly from 
Newbern, N. C 
Unknown 


Name of concern 


Olavarria & Co., New York, N. Y. 

Orlande Hudson, Florence, 8. C. 

National Molasses Co., Herbert C. Hathorn, 
Washington, D. C 

Stein-Davies Co., New York, N. Y 

B. W. Dyer & Co., New York, N. Y 

American Cyanamid, Georgetown, §. C. 

Balf wr Guthrie, New York, N. Y. 

Midwestern Shippers 

R. J. Brown Co., St. Louis, Mo 

Dow Chemical Co. 


Swift & Co., Chicago, Il. 


Oil (creosote) ‘ do ....-| Southern Railway, Charleston, 8. C. 
Oil (vegetable)... do vane Southeastern & Midwestern Shippers. 


Note.—This is approximately a million potential tons of liquid cargo that no port is getting at the present 


time, 


Mr. Means. During the 12 years since the creation of the South 
Carolina State Ports Authority in 1942, it has been the fixed policy 
of the authority to avoid all references unfavorable to other ports, 
whenever possible. 

As the individual States of Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia 
each in turn followed our lead in establishing State authorities for 
the promotion and management of port commerce, we have gladly 
given advice and practical assistance to each of these neighbors in 
initiating and operating their activities. Our files contain many 
records confirming this fact. 

Although it is painful and distasteful to deviate from established 
policy at this time, we respectfully submit that in order for your 
committee to view with complete clarity the facts underlying the situ- 
ation covering the past history and present position of the various 
efforts made to secure funds for improvement of the Beaufort-Port 
Royal Harbor in South Carolina, it is necessary to lay bare certain 
pertinent information dealing with longstanding relationships exist- 
ing between the unimproved port of Beaufort-Port Royal (herein- 
after called, for brevity, Port Royal) on the one hand; and the im- 
proved port of Savannah on the other. 

As your committee will wish to consider our request for channel 
improvement funds upon its true merits, it will be helpful to take into 
account the two interlocking factors which have hitherto served to 
block and destroy every effort to promote the normal development of 
Port Royal Harbor. 

When the various engineer districts were created many years ago, 
Port Royal, in South Carolina, was for some unknown and mysterious 
reason placed under the control of the Savannah, Ga., district, where 
it remained until recently transferred to the Charleston district by 
the Chief of Engineers at the request of the South Carolina State 
Ports Authority. 

This is the first of the two factors responsible for the failure of 
Port Royal to receive its pro rata share of national harbor funds in 
the past. 

During the past 12 years there have been no less than 20 changes in 
supervision of the Charleston engineer district. During this period 
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the Savannah district engineer was actually placed in charge of the 
Charleston district for two separate terms, and the Wilmington engi- 
neer for one term. 

The average life of the transient tenant of the Charleston office was 
less than 6 months. The result of this kaleidoscopic turnover has been 
twofold: 

(a) No engineer was in charge at Charleston long enough to 
familiarize himself with the duties, history, and problems of the dis- 
trict, and then institute and execute any intelligent program of work. 
The complete list of names and dates for this period is as follows: 

Col. Reading Wilkinson, transferred away April 1, 1942. 

Col. D. W. Griffiths, April 2, 1942, to March 4, 1943. 

Lt. Col. J. W. Patton, Jr. (acting) March 5-16, 1943 ; 

Col. Ira F, Bennett, March 17, to May 15, 1948; 

Lt. Col. J. W. Patton, Jr. (acting), May 16 to June 3, 1943: 

Lt. Col. J. W. Patton, Jr., June 4, 1943, to July 19, 1944. 

Col. Holland R. Robb, July 20 to December 2, 1944. 

Lt. Col. John P. Larsen (acting), December 38, 1944, to February 4, 1945. 

Col. Carl R. Shaw, February 5, 1945, to September 11, 1945. 

Lt. Col. John P. Larsen (acting), September 12, 1945, to January 3, 1946, 

Col. Ellis E. Haring, January 4, 1946, to September 30, 1946. 

Col. John B,. Hughes, October 1, 1946, to April 27, 1947. 

Col. Paschal N. Strong, Jr. (acting), April 28 to May 11, 1947. 

Col. John B. Hughes, May 12 to October 31, 1947. 

Col. Paschal N. Strong, Jr. (acting), November 1, 1947, to January 30, 1948; 

Col. Edward G. Daly, January 31, 1948, to June 11, 1949. 

Lt. Col. J. P. Lampert, June 20, 1949, to July 14, 1950. 

Col. R. C. Brown (acting), July 15, 1950, to January 9, 1951. 

Col. C. L. Landaker, January 9, 1951, to August 15, 1953. 

Col. Clyde Zeigler, August 15, 19538, to date. 


(>) Interested industrial concerns investigating economic and phys- 
ical conditions in coastal Carolina during this period were dismayed 
and became discouraged by the incessant changes taking place in the 
engineer office at Charleston, and therefore fell easy prey to the 
longstanding and sedulously fostered propaganda to the effect that the 
powerful influences at Washington favoring Savannah would always 
be able to prevent the development and improvement of Port Royal 
Harbor. Despite the surging tide of industrial expansion that is 
sweeping through all other sections of the Southeast, and the manifold 
attractions and advantages of the rich tributary area behind Port 
Royal, the conspicuous absence of such activity in this particular 
part of South Carolina bears eloquent testimony to the efficacy of this 
propaganda campaign. 

This is the second factor affecting the Port Royal situation. 

Known and recognized since earliest colonial days as one of the 
truly great blue-water ports of America, Port Royal has for 400 years 
existed as a magnificent deep-water harbor just off the Atlantic 
Ocean, and despite neglect and abandonment by Federal agencies it 
has nevertheless retained natural channel depths in excess of 40 feet 
in many places for centuries past. 

Savannah, by contrast, is a strictly artificial port, merely a wider 
part of a narrow ditch dug for 26 miles from the ocean, and main- 
tained at tremendous annual expense. Maintenance costs are well 
in excess of $1 million per year at Savannah, more than 10 times the 
$104,000 estimated by the Corps of Engineers for maintenance of 
Port Royal. I hear today it is $136,000. 
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It is easy to see, in the light of these facts, why Savannah interests 
are so terrified whenever the subject of Port Royal Harbor improve- 
ment is broached; and why they resort to desperate measures 1n op- 
posing it. 

A study of the attached exhibit entitled “Résumé of Events Relating 
to Im yrovements to Channel from the Atlantic Ocean,” etc., covers the 
rec ond of activity during the past decade toward securing adequate 
funds for the improveme nt of Port Royal Harbor. 

Boiled down to a few words, the climax of these proceedings came 
at the Washington hearing of April 20, 1948, when the reasons given 
by the Savannah engineer (a native of Savannah) for his unfavorable 
recommendation were immediately proven by our witnesses to be so 
incorrect and unworthy of consideration that members of the Corps of 
Engineers holding the hearing did not hesitate to assure us before 
leavi ing the room although the 1 report would have to go back through 
channels to Savannah for face- saving reasons, the decision would posi- 
tively be favorable to us. This was no idle promise, for the project 
was soon thereafter included in the next river and harbor authoriza- 
tion bill, and would have been executed but for a change in the owner- 
ship and type of operation of the plant of one of the largest prospective 
importers. The removal of this activity left the project temporarily 
without the desired volume of specific traffic. 

In order to save the time of the committee members, pertinent 
points in the attached résumé of events are italicized. 

Without burdening your committee with the complete records for 
the subject under discussion, we are quoting here a few press items 
from Charleston and Savannah bearing immediately upon this mat- 
ter. 

Charleston is brought into this, of course, as a standard if you con- 
sider the maintenance cost over the Nation. I want to show the main- 
tenance costs at Port Royal are less than half of that, and the costs at 
Savannah are more than 10 times that amount. That is the only 
reason why I am mentioning Charleston at this time. 

On March 2, 1949, the Charleston News and Courier carried an arti- 
cle headed “Port Maintenance Cost Per Ton Less Than Competitors’ ” 
reading as follows: 


Every ton of waterborne cargo handled through the port of Charleston in 1946 
(the last year for which complete records are available) cost the United States 
Government 3.2 cents, according to figures supplied by the United States district 
engineer’s office. 

The figures are based on the costs of harbor maintenance. They indicate the 
port of Charleston operated at less expense to the Government per ton than its 
two principal competitors on the South Atlantic coast, Savannah and Jackson- 
ville. 

The Federal Government paid 17 cents for every tone which went through the 
port of Jacksonville, and 39 cents a ton for Savannah. 


Port Royal would be a great deal less than that if it were operating. 


The average cost of maintenance for Charleston during the period 1937 to 1948 
was 6.5 cents a ton. For Savannah it was 21 cents a ton, and for Jacksonville, 
8 cents. 

Customary procedure for Savannah in the past was apparently to 
secure in the published bill the largest possible “official” appropria- 
tion; then to pay an unofficial visit to Washington later in the year 
and secure the additional funds always necessary to complete actual 
harbor maintenance. 











RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 247 


— 


This year, however, the old system has not worked too well, and 
great difficulty has been encountered in getting the lion’s share of 
reserve funds, as the following items from Savannah papers of recent 
date indicate. 

The one I will read first came in the lush days of the New Deal, when 
money grew on trees in 1949, to this effect. 

A coincidence of peculiar significance in the history of this proposed 
project is that at the very time the Savannah district engineer was 
supplying the Corps of Engineers with patently fallacious arguments 
why the port of Port Royal should not receive a dollar of Federal 
funds for improvements, the port of Savannah was securing, accord- 
ing to Congressman Preston, an appropriation described as “the third 
largest recommended for any harbor in the United States for the fiscal 
year 1949.” 

The excerpt in the Savannah Morning News of February 25, 1948, 
covering this matter, is as follows: ° 


One million twenty thousand dollars for port in recommendations of House 
committee. 

The House of Representatives Appropriations Committee in Washington yester- 
day recommended an appropriation of $1,020,000 for work in Savannah Harbor 
during the next fiscal year, according to the United Press. 

This sum was part of a total of $8,220,000 recommended for use in all rivers, 
harbors, and flood-control projects in the Savannah district of the Corps of 
Engineers, 

Congressman Prince H. Preston, Representative from the First District, 
pointed out that Savannah Harbor had $326,000 left over this fiscal year and 
that this amount, added to the amount recommended yesterday, would make a 
total of $1,346,000 available here. The sum of $1,583,000 had been requested. 

Congressman Preston stated that the recommended Savannah Harbor appro- 
priation is the third largest recommended for any harbor in the United States 
for the fiscal year 1949. He asserted that passage of the recommendation in its 
present form is assured because “economy is exercised in the committee and not 
during the debate in the House or Senate.” 


Article in Savannah Morning News, September 3, 1953 : 
SHort FunDS THREATEN RIVER WoRK ; REDUCTION IN CHANNEL WiptH May RESULT 


Dwindling funds for the maintenance of Savannah Harbor will require the 
United States district engineer to “skimp” with the result that the project depth 
will not be maintained for the full width of 400 feet, it was learned yesterday. 

The Chief of Engineers allotted $1 million for harbor maintenance here dur- 
ing the fiscal year, which figure is about $500,000 below annual maintenance 
estimates. 

Extent of shoaling in the channel! is difficult to accurately predict, one source 
stated. Because of extensive shoaling, the contract dredge at work in the harbor 
is eating deeply into maintenance funds with the result the money is not going 
as far as the engineers had hoped. 

The source said the engineers will not be able to dredge the full project width 
of 400 feet with the money on hand and preducted “tight straits” for harbor 
maintenance funds before the end of the fiscal year. 

It was learned that the district engineer had forewarned Washington that 
the money would run out and he would be back asking for more. Last year he 
got it. This year, with the economy drive on, the picture is a little darker. 

The pipeline dredge Henry Bacon is due back from an 18 months’ assignment 
in Newfoundland this weekend. It will have to undergo repairs for several 
months and will not be available for immediate work in the harbor. And when 
she is available there won’t be much money left in the maintenance kitty, it is 
feared. . 

Shipping officials here were greatly disturbed yesterday by reports that the 
channel depth would be maintained to a width of only 275 feet instead of 400 
feet. 
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One official said at certain stages of the tide such a restricted channel would 
result in costly delays to ships and present added hazards to deep-draft vessels. 

Funds for the maintenance of the harbors of the country are appropriated in 
a lump sum by Congress. The Office of the Chief of the Engineers then breaks 
down the allotment by ports. 


Mr. Anceti. Mr. Means, will it not be agreeable to you to insert the 
remainder of your statement in the record? I see you have a large 
number of quotations similar to the ones you have been reading. 

Mr. Means. Mr. Chairman, I thought there might be some ques- 
tions. I did not want to say anything that was not said on the floor, 
but if it is agreeable to you I will insert the statement as it is written. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you. 

Without objection, that will be done. 

(The balance of the statement of Mr. Means is as follows:) 


Under date of September 17, 1953, the Savannah Morning News carried this 
revealing article under the heading. “To Appeal To Chief Engineer for More 
Funds—Group to Make Washington Trip on Behalf of Harbor Work.” 

“Frank O. Wahistrom, chairman of the Savannah District Authority, yesterday 
appointed a committee to go to Washington to try to pry $300,000 from the 
Chief of Army Engineer’s reserve funds to finish essential dredging this year in 
the Savannah River channel. 

“Mr. Wahlstrom told the gathering of shipping representatives that something 
must be done immediately if ‘we don’t want it known all over the world where 
ships go that ships have to stand out 5 or 6 hours to wait for a tide deep enough to 
come into the Savannah port.’ 

“Col. E. E. Wilhoyt, district engineer, explained that $600,000 of the $1 million 
allotted for Savannah harbor would have been spent during the first quarter of 
the fiscal year on contract dredge work, a Government dredge not having been 
available. More money would be needed just to keep a narrow channel (275 
feet) open at present depths, which is nothing like as deep or wide as project 
depth. 

“The shippers heard First District Congressman Prince Preston explain that 
someone should go to Washington to plead Savannah’s cause before the Chief of 
Engineers for emergency funds and then come back next year to plead with the 
Appropriations Subcommittee for sufficient funds to alleviate the chronic inade- 
quacy of the Savannah port. 

“Comdr. Frank Spencer suggested that ‘since this has become a Republican 
stronghold’ and the Republicans are in charge in Washington ‘we ought to use a 
new formula for obtaining aid from Washington.’ Referring to this, Mr. Wahl- 
strom said that he would ask Donald Stewart to serve on the committee. 

“Others appointed include Eugene K. Meredith, president of the Savannah 
Maritime Association and chairman of the Pilotage Commission, chairman, 
A. K. Dearing, Peter Roe Nugent, Henry M. Garwes, John P. Stevens, John W. 
Middleton, Commander Spencer, Edward M. Gray, and Carroll P. Ford. 

“To give them a start, Congressman Preston last night sent a wire to the 
Chief of Engineers, urging that he give the committee’s request for emergency 
funds favorable consideration. The wire concluded: 

“Committee assignment abroad prevente my presence but wish to urge the 
great importance of additional allocations of funds and express the hope that 
you will not see the Savannah harbor seriously threatened without granting 
appropriate relief. I expect to make all-out fight next year through my com- 
mittee on appropriations for additional maintenance funds. Appreciate your 
present limitations but believe this situation demands highest priority. Kindest 
regards.’ ” 

An excerpt from an editorial in the same paper on the same date is headed: 
“Savannah’s Harbor Situation,” and reads: 

“The prompt action taken by Congressman Prince Preston and representatives 
of Savannah shipping interests and by Col. E. E. Wilhoyt, Jr., United States Dis- 
trict Engineer, in an effort to alleviate the plight of the Savannah Harbor is 
one this newspaper fully endorses. We do not believe these gentlemen are 
being alarmists when they term this situation acute. For, should the situation 
become any worse, as it inevitably will unless additional funds for dredging are 
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obtained, the damage to the prestige and the business of the port of Savannah 
will be heavy and lasting. 

“Essentially the problem boils down to the fact that the United States en- 
gineers charged with maintenance of the river channels and other work have 
been forced to curtail activity because of a shortage of funds. As a result a 
narrower channel is being maintained than business of the port demands. Deep 
draft vessels are forced to undergo expensive and annoying delays before they 
ean enter the port for discharge. Obviously should. the delays get any worse it 
will not be too long until these ships are sent to other ports. And shipping 
business, once gone, is extremely difficult to regain.” 

The same paper carried this article on October 1, 1953: 


“HARBOR Report To Be DRAFTED 


‘Eugene K. Meredith, chairman of a committee named by all port interests to 
seek adequate harbor maintenance funds, yesterday announced that he was 
naming a smaller subcommittee to draft a complete report on how the 34-foot 
channel has been maintained. 

“This report will be utilized in the long-range effort to do something about the 
‘chronic’ problem of harbor maintenance by obtaining a larger appropriation 
from Congress. 

“The immediate task of the committee is to obtain sufficient funds to keep the 
pipeline dredge Henry Bacon at work in the harbor for the last half of the 
fiscal year. 

“Col. E. E. Wilhoyt, Jr., United States district engineer, has already submitted 
a request for additional funds.” 

And an excerpt from the same paper recites: “Bar Pilots Express Grave Con- 
cern Over Shifting of Dredge.” 

Text of the bar pilots’ letter to maritime interests follows: “The public an- 
nouncement in the local morning’s paper today indicates that the U. S. Engineer 
dredge Henry Bacon is to be removed from dredging activities in the local har- 
bor, which creates a matter of great concern to the pilots of the port. 

“The need of constant dredging in the river and bar channels is of paramount 
importance in order to maintain an adequate channel somewhere near the project 
depth of 34 feet at low water. Under existing conditions a controlling depth of 
30 feet only is provided by the Bacon on a full-time basis.” 

It is of particular significance to this study that the cost of maintaining 
Savannah Harbor for a single year is greater than the combined cost of the pro- 
posed channel improvements for Port Royal, plus annual maintenance for 4 years 
thereafter. 

If it be true, as claimed by the Savannah district engineer, that there is no need 
for two ports as near together as Port Royal and Savannah, then someone is 
guilty of wasting upwards of $1 million of taxpayers’ money every year in keep- 
ing up the artificial and expensive port of Savannah, when the natural and 
economical port of Port Royal would serve the common area just as well. 

We do not subscribe to this narrow theory, however, as we believe that each 
port can usefully serve its own natural tributary area, and the only logical ex- 
planation for the failure of the fertile industrial hinterland behind Port Royal 
to develop is the absence of port facilities at the ocean outlet of this substantial 
segment of South Carolina. 

It is now too late to repair in full the damage suffered by Port Royal and South 
Carolina as a result of the situation herein outlined. 

Partial restitution may be made, however, in two respects: 

One is to restore public confidence in the good faith of the Federal authorities 
for normal development of the area in question by instituting action to dis- 
courage the incessant changing of district engineers at Charleston. 

The second is to include at this time the modest appropriation of $600,000 for 
Port Royal in the omnibus bill, with our assurance that as soon as word gets 
around that the old system has been smashed and that this area will henceforth 
receive the same equitable treatment as is accorded all others in the Nation, an 
ample number of new heavy, major industries will specifically identify them- 
selves with the area long before the time arrives for final action upon actual 
expenditure of the allotted funds., 

At the 1948 hearing Senator Maybank, Congressman Rivers, Mr. Robert McC: 
Figg, Jr., and the writer were all present from Charleston. We were not asking 
anything for Charleston, however. We were seeking simple justice fur another 
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port. The Corps of Engineers sustained our position in full, and approved our 
request in every particular. 

We are here today, after 6 years, before a different body, in the same cause. 
We are confident that in passing upon this issue on its merits, your committee 
will not only be meeting a fully justified economic challenge, but will also be 
righting a grievous wrong of many years’ standing. 

The South Carolina State Ports Authority, as before, is prepared to under- 
take the construction of appropriate terminal facilities to coincide with the 
completion of channel work at Port Royal. 

In this statement only the highlights of this comprehensive subject could be 
touched upon. We hope a complete and detailed investigation of all the facts 
will follow, and we stand ready at all times to substantiate and elaborate the 
statements made herein. 

We thank you for this opportunity of presenting the subject. 


—————— 


RESUME OF EVENTS RELATING TO IMPROVEMENTS TO CHANNEL FROM THE ATLANITO 
OCEAN THROUGH 8T. HELENA SOUND OR THROUGH PORT ROYAL SOUND TO 
BEAUFORT, 8. C. 


1. Section 6 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 (Public Law 
14, 79th Cong., ch. 19, Ist sess.), authorized a preliminary examination and 
survey to be made of the “channel from the ocean through St. Helena Sound or 
through Port Royal Sound to Beaufort, S. C.” 

2. The examination and report were assigned to the United States Engineer 
Office, Savannah, Ga., and the original public hearing was held at Beaufort, 8S. C., 
on September 11, 1945. Information which local interests, including the South 
Carolina State Ports Authority, hereinafter referred to as the authority, pre- 
sented at this hearing included the following: 

(a) The location, length, width, and depth of channel desired. 

(b) What size vessels will use the channel and what kind of cargoes will 
they carry. 

(c) What benefits will result from the desired improvements and to whom 
will they accrue. 

(d@) What local cooperation in the way of lands necessary for the desired 
improvement, furnishing of adequate terminals, or cash contributions may be 
expected and who will agree to furnish them. 

3. The preliminary examination report for the project was submitted to the 
Office of the Chief of Engineers on January 18, 1946. This preliminary exami- 
nation indicated that some benefits would accrue from the provision of the 
channel. Accordingly,‘a survey of the locality was authorized by the Chief of 
Engineers on June 7, 1946. Immediately following this authorization prepara- 
tion of the survey report was begun by the Savanah district engineer. 

4. During the process of the above-mentioned study, the authority succeeded 
in having the boundary line between the Charleston district and the Savannah 
district changed so as to place the Beaufort-Port Royal area within the Charles- 
ton district. Due to the fact that the survey for Beaufort was already underway, 
this study was ordered to be completed by the Savanah district, while all new 
business was transferred to the Charleston office. 

5. At a conference held in Columbia, 8. C., on January 21, 1947, the principal 
interests desiring a channel concurred in modifying its depth from that originally 
requested at the public hearing. It was agreed that it would be satisfactory for 
the channel to be 32 feet deep, with a 500-foot bottom width from the ocean to a 
point lying between Bay Point and Hilton Head in Port Royal Sound, thence 30 
feet deep with a bottom width of 300 feet to a point opposite the wharf at Port 
Royal, with an appropriate turning basin opposite the wharf. 

6. On March 21, 1947, another conference was held at Charleston, S. C., in the 
district engineer’s office, at which time Col. Reading Wilkinson presented an 
economic study which he had prepared for the authority and it was agreed that 
the information contained in that economic study would be included in the sur- 
vey report. This economic study was the so-called Wilkinson Report and was 
included in appendix A in the Savannah district engineer's survey report. 

7. The Savannah district engineer's survey report was submitted on July 11, 
1947, to the division engineer for transmission to the Chief of Engineers. This 
report contained a detailed study of the problem to determine the most suitable 
channel which would accommodate the anticipated traffic and a careful analysis 
of the benefits to be obtained from such a channel as compared with the costs. 
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8. In a public notice dated November 8, 1947, the district and division engineers 
advised that the report in the investigations had been made by their offices and 
was unfavorable to the improvement of the channel at that time. Their principal 
objections were as follows: 

(a) The annual benefits were exceeded by the annual carrying charges for 
either a 27-foot or 30-foot channel. 

(b) The benefits exceeded the carrying charges for a 24-foot channel, but the 
24-foot channel was considered inadequate because the channel should accommo- 
date 26-foot to 28-foot vessels, requiring a minimum of 29 feet over the bar and 
27 feet in the river. 

(c) The entrance to Port Royal Sound is only 18 miles from the entrance to 
Savannah River and 57 miles from Charleston Harbor. Both Savannah and 
Charleston would be strong competitors of Port Royal. 

(d) Three-fourths of the benefits would go to the Plywood-Plastics Corp., who, 
it was intimated, are not responsive to the project. (Since the date of this 
report Plywood-Plastics Corp. has been sold to the Westinghouse Electric Corp.) 

(e) Terminal facilities are inadequate and privately owned (Charleston & 
Western Carolina Ry.), although it was pointed out that the authority was 
empowered to correct this situation. 

Interested parties were advised in this notice that they would have the priv- 
ilege of presenting their views on the subject matter covered in the report to 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

9. On November 18, 1947, the authority addressed a four-page letter to the 

soard. A brief résumé of the authority’s letter is presented below : 

(a) Refers to the unfavorable notice of November 3, 

(b) that interested parties have the privilege of presenting their views within 
4 weeks. 

(c) States views of the authority are that if a 30-foot or a 27-foot channel 
cannot economically be justified, but that a lesser depth can be justified, the 
lesser depth, in this case 24 feet, should be adopted. 

(d) That the sponsors are willing to accept 27 feet over the bar and 24 feet 
inside. 

(e) Requested that the Board give further consideration to the 27 feet over 
the bar and 24 feet inside because of the tidal range of 6.6 feet at Hilton Head 
and 7.2 feet at Port Royal. 

(f) It showed that such a project would provide a better channel at Port Royal 
60 percent of the time than the approved 27-foot channel at Georgetown. 

(g) It showed a maximum depth over the bar to Port Royal allowed 2 feet 
more than at Georgetown and 0.9 foot greater depth inside. 

(h) It showed that all but 8 vessels out of 332 enteding Charleston could have 
gone to Port Royal whereas only 163 could have gone to Georgetown on that 
27-foot channel, 

(i) It pointed out that the charts from surveys made in 1931 and 1933 showed 
no change in depths to Port Royal which would indicate small maintenance 
cost. The Board was requested to review the estimate for maintenance in the 
district report. 

(j) The district engineer pointed out that Plywood-Plastics Corp., would be 
the principal beneficiary of the channel. The Southern Kraft Paper Mill at 
Georgetown was cited to show this to be not unusual. 

(k) In reply to the statement that Port Royal was 18 miles from the entrance 
to Savannah Harbor and 57 miles from Charleston it was pointed out that 
Brunswick, Fernandina, Jacksonville, and St. Augustine were close together, 
as were the ports around Gaiweston and San Francisco. 

(1) About a page of the letter was devoted to the growth of South Carolina’s 
business and industry since 1945. 

(m) The authority assured the Board that is would meet the local coopera- 
tion requirements. 

(n) It asked for further consideration by the Board. 

(o) And finally it asked for a hearing at the January meeting. 

(p) The letter was signed by the chairman of the authority. 

On December 1, 1947, the Board forwarded the authority’s letter to the division 
engineer requesting that the reporting officer furnish information for the Board 
to determine future procedure. "The division engineer in turn forwarded it to 
the Chief of Engineers on January 28, 1948, together with the comments of the 
Savannah district engineer on the letter. 

10. The comments of the Savannah district engineer on the authority’s letter 
resulted in no change in the original recommendations and no further action was 
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taken at that time. However, on March 4, 1948, Col. W. 8S. Moore, resident mem- 
ber, Board of Engineers, worte Mr. Simons, then chairman of the authority, set- 
ting April 20, 1948, as the date for the authority to present its facts and state 
ments to the Board. Those appearing at this hearing included Senator May- 
bank; Senator Harvey; Mr. C. P. Means; Mr. Robert McC. Figg, Jr., general 
counsel for the authority; Mr. W. S. Evans, traffic manager for the Charleston 
& Western Carolina Railway; Senator Edgar A. Brown; Governor Thurmond, 
and Congressman L. Mendel Rivers, as well as a lawyer representing the Plywood- 
Plastics Corp. and a vice president of the Waterman Steamship Corp. (Extract 
of pertinent facts presented at this hearing are attached hereto.) 

11. In 1949 the channel was approved by the Corps of Engineers and was sent 
to Congress for inclusion in the next river and harbor authorization bill. It 
was also approved by the Public Works Committee of the House but was turned 
down in 1950 by the Federal Bureau of the Budget on the grounds that the only 
important industry the port would serve would be the Plywood-Plastics Corp. 
plant located at Hampton, 8. C. 

12. As stated earlier in this résumé the Plywood-Plastics Corp. has now been 
sold to the Westinghouse Electric Corp. and it is not possible at the present time 
to determine just what the potential tonnage for this latter firm might be. How- 
ever, beginning in June 1952 the authority made another survey as to the poten- 
tial tonnage which might be handled through Port Royal and the results of this 
latest study are shown in the statement attached to this report. From this state- 
ment it will be observed that new sources of potential cargoes have been discovered 
which will more than offset the loss of tonnage resulting from the disappearance 
of the Plywood-Plastics Corp. from the scene. 


EXTRACT OF PERTINENT FACTS FROM THE TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING APRIL 20, 1948, RE 
THE SHIP CHANNEL FROM THE OCEAN TO PORT ROYAL, 8. C., BEFORE THE BOARD OF 
ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS IN WASHINGTON, D. C. 


From the statement of Senator W. Brantley Harvey: 

Port Royal not a new coastal project. First used in 1562 when Jean Ribault 
established a colony on Parris Island. 

In 1893 over 400,000 tons of phosphate rock moved to sea over route now under 
consideration in ships drawing up to 22 feet of water. 

Battleship Indiana in drydock at Parris Island about the beginning of the 20th 
century. 

Admiral DuBose thought 30-32-foot channel would be an advantage in time 
of war. 

Admiral Allen wrote Congressman L. Mendel Rivers, “I think this a good 
proposition * * *,” 

Valuable from standpoint of national defense. Valuable to Parris Island and 
navy hospital in peacetime. 

Parris Island is a fine staging area. More secret and better than Charleston. 

Firmly believe 27 feet can be justified. 

Bar conditions stable for over 200 years. Clear sea water with little or no 
silt. 

Tributary population, 605,189 people. 

Local labor available to handle work at ship terminal. 

Charleston & Western Carolina terminal available to public and is subject to 
improvement. 

Pan-Atlantic Steamship Line would operate. 

Enhance taxable values and improve standards of living. 

Statement of Robert McC. Figg: 

South Carolina State Ports Authority supports without reservations the im- 
provement. 

Would accept 27 feet over bar and 24 feet inside. 

Would arrange to provide local cooperation required. 

Authority empowered by law to furnish local cooperation. 

\uthority believes project to Port Royal is economically justified in own right; 
hence its proximity to Savannah should not preclude the development on that 
ground alone. 

Channel can be constructed for about the cost of 1 year’s maintenanec at 
Savannah. 
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Approximately 20 percent of South Carolina production liable to penalty in 
4 form of unnecessarily high freight rates. 
; Plywoods-Plastics alone will have one-third of a million tons of cargo avail 
able to move. 

Cargo is available at Port Royal at a saving in transportation costs 

The status quo attitude does not tend to produce progress. 

Authority willing to risk financial cost of required local cooperation. 

Believe benefits under plan C will greatly exceed those shown in report for 
plan B because of Charleston & Western Carolina Railway and its connection 
with the Carolina and Clinchfield Railway. 

Statement of Senator Edgar A. Brown: 

Speaks for Clark Hill Authority of South Carolina. 

Authority will do all in its power to establish industries in the State. 

Commodities originating in tributary area to Port Royal are: Lumber and 
lumber products such as building material, piles, poles, veneers, plastics, fur- 
niture, coffins, caskets, barrels and baskets; cotton and cotton products such 
as lint, seed, oil, cake, textiles, clothing and bagging. 

Commodities moving into area are furniture and veneer logs, imported tex- 
tiles, sugar, fertilizer, petroleum products, canned goods and miscellaneous 
package freight. 

Raw and finished clay products from vicinity of Aiken where there is one of 
largest and purest deposits of Kaolin. 

House Document 101, 70th Congress, Ist session, estimates 907,952 tons ex- 
cluding grain and coal that would move in and out of Augusta area. 

Phosphate ores could be converted by electric furnace process with electricity 
selling for 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Furniture logs would move to L. J. Williams plant in addition to those moving 
to the Plywood-Plastics Corp. 

General cargo would move into area through Port Royal. 

Ceramics industries will locate near Aiken. 

Statement of George B. Martin, attorney for Plywood-Plastics Corp. : 

Plywood-Plastics Corp. desires to go on record favoring proposed development. 

Will consume approximately 42 million board-feet of foreign woods and 18 
million board-feet of domestic woods per annum. 

Uses large amounts of chemicals now shipped from eastern seaboard by rail. 
Also use paper and veneers in substantial quantities purchased from the North 
and shipped by rail. Most of movement could be diverted to water trans 
portation. 

Plant largest of its kind in world, 81 acres under roof. 

Employs in excess of 1,000 people. 

Two-year contract for chartered steamer to bring logs to Charleston at rate 

’ of 3,200 tons per month. 

Believes company would save $40,000 annually on logs. 

Believe they would save $50,000 on plywoods and plastics 

Would save $70,000 on chemicals. 

Paying $800,000 for 2-year charter could be reduced 5 percent if Port Royal 


is used 
Savings 
District engi Plywood, plas- 
neers report tics estimate 
144,000 tons logs $28, 800 $40. 000 
Chemicals 43, 200 70, 000 
Plywoods and plastics 30, 000 40, 000 
Total . 102, 000 150, 000 


Statement of W. B. Garner, executive vice president, Waterman Steamship Corp.: 

Waterman Steamship Corp., largest owner of American flagships today. Own 
55 ships fleet of 600,000 deadweight tons. 

Serve both domestic and foreign trade. 

Serves practically every port in States on Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacifi 

Believe potential traffic which could be developed in area that would be served 
through Port Royal is enormous. 
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Believes savings would equal annually the initial cost. 
Thinks it would be in public interest to develop port. 
Initial reason is economy in transportation. 

Second, national defense. 


Says his ships would go there on 24-foot channel. 

Statement of W. 8S. Evans, traffic manager, Charleston & Western Carolina 
Railway: 

Road extends from Port Royal te Augusta and Spartanburg with branches 
from McCormick to Anderson and Laurens to Greenville. Connects with Sea- 
board at Coosaw, S. C., the Atlantic Coast Line at Yemassee, Seaboard at 
lairfax, Southern at Allendale, Atlantic Coast Line at Robbins and at Augusta 
with the Georgia Railroad, Atlantic Coast Line, Georgia & Florida Railroad, 
Central of Georgia and Southern. Between Augusta, Ga. and Spartanburg it 
connects with Seaboard, Piedmont, and Northern. At Greenwood it connects 
with Georgia & Florida Railway and Southern, at Laurens with the Columbia 
Newberry and Laurens Railroad and at Spartanburg with the Clinchfield, 
Seuthern, and Piedmont & Northern Railway. 

The Charleston & Western Carolina in conjunction with the Clinchfield and 
Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad forms a direct route between Atlantic seaboard and 
points in Middle West referred to as the Central Freight Association and Illinois 
Freight Association. 

Connections with Georgia Railroad and Central of Georgia at Augusta form 
through routes to points in and beyond Southern Mississippi Valley. 

In days of sailing vessels Charleston and Western Carolina handled large 
quantities of cotton, naval stores, fertilizer materials, lumber, ete. 

Survey of commodities that might move over Charleston & Western Carolina 
to Port Royal: 

60-75 cars of crate material. 
4,400 tons of nitrate of soda. 
15 cars jute. 

30 cars cotton waste. 

12 cars flue lining material. 
35 cars glass. 

40-50 cars acetate. 

10,000 tons manganese ore. 
3,600 tons feldspar. 

Line runs through productive area. 

Statement of Gov. J. Strom Thurmond: 

Chairman of the freight rate committee of the Southern Governor’s Conference. 

Our section has long“suffered from a discriminatory freight rate structure 
with sectional differentials. 

Utilize our class I highways, that is, the ocean, rivers, harbors, and inland 
waterways to reduce cost of transportation. 


Mr. Ance.u. If there are any highlights you have to give you may 
do so. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence, I have to leave 
for another meeting and I would like to ask one other question of this 
gentleman which was not covered here. It may not be pertinent, but 
in my mind it is. 

There seems to be a lot of innuendos covered in this statement here 
as to the treatment given to Port Royal in its consideration as against 
that given to Savannah. It would seem to me from the presentation 
you made and the others made here, and Mr. Rivers, that Port Royal 
seems to be a very adequate project insofar as its potential operation is 
concerned. 

What would seem to be the reason why this whole amount of money 
and why the cost of maintenance is spent for Savannah Harbor, 
whereas only $136,000 is needed for Port Royal? Why was not some- 
thing done in the past for Port Royal? What is the reason behind it? 
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Mr. Means. I can only tell you we are doing it today and that was 
not done before. It just has not been done. 

Mr. Becxer. But there was preferential treatment given for the 
spending of vast sums for Savannah, where potential and natural 
conditions are not such as they are at Port Royal, as stated by Mr. 
Rivers. 

Mr. Means. It is political and human factors. 

Mr. Rivers. I can tell you private what is wrong, but I do not want 
to put it in the record. 

Mr. Becker. I wish you would. I would like to know. 

Mr. ANGELL. Do any committee members on the left have any 
questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Any members on the right? 

(No response, ) 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to insert the letter in the record which 
referred to the Beaufort Airbase and also ask permission to include in 
the record, when it is received, a letter from the Honorable E. Burt 
Rodgers, Senator, Beaufort County, Beaufort, S. C. As you know, 
this hearing was originally scheduled for Wednesday and later 
changed to Tuesday. It is because of this Senator Rodgers could not 
appear in person today. He is writing a letter, and when it arrives, 
if you would permit me, I would like to insert it in the record. 

Mr. Aneetx. That will be fine. 

Do you have any other witnesses today ? 

Mr. Rivers. No, sir. 

Mr. Ancetn. We thank you very much. 

Mr. Rivers. We thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for giving us 
this long time. 

Mr. Ancett, You made a very fine presentation to the committee. 

Mr. Fauzon. Mr. Chairman, could I say something ? 

Mr. Ancet. Yes. 

Mr. Fation. I would like to commend the gentleman from South 
Carolina for a very concise and correct statement. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to join in that statement. 

Mr. Ancetx. I want to joint in that statement, and thank you for 
the very fine presentation you have given to the committee. 

Mr. Rivers. I am a member of a committee, too, Mr. Chairman. I 
realize fully your problem and certainly I am immensely grateful to 
you for the generosity of this committee. 

Mr. Scupprer. I want to compliment the gentleman for his fine, well 
arranged and coordinated presentation of this project. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancett. That will complete this project with the exception of 
such statements as may be submitted later, as was previously an- 
nounced. They may be incorporated in the record at this point if 
there is no objection. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 
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(The statements to be submitted subsequently by Mr. Rivers are as 
follows :) 
(The letter of the Department of the Navy is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, ; 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CorPs, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 5, 1954. 


Hon. L. MENDEL RIvEks, 
House of Representatives 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Rivers: This will confirm our telephone conversation of February 
3, 1954, on Marine Corps plans to expand the former Naval Air Station, Beaufort, 
S. C., located 3.9 miles northwest of the city of Beaufort, 8S. C. 

The following information on the proposed Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing 
Field, Beaufort, S. C., is provided. Congress appropriated and authorized the 
sum of $2,522,000 in fiscal years 1952 and 1953. Of this amount a total of $187,000 
has been expended to date for aviation fuel storage. It is anticipated that the 
remaining portion will be expended in the near future for land acquisition, ex- 
tension of one runway, avigation easements, aircraft parking, taxiway, and the 
rehabilitation of the control tower and communication facilities. When com- 
pleted this facility will be a usable Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing Field to 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, N. C. 

The sum of $11,607,000 is included in the fiscal year 1955 Bureau of Aeronautics 
public works Navy budget program for this facility to develop it into a Marine 
Corps Auxiliary Air Station to Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, N. C. 
Upon completion, the Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station will accommodate ap- 
proximately 100 aircraft, 1,900 enlisted, 350 officers and employ about 150 civilian 
personnel. 

Long-range Marine aviation plans envision this station as a Marine aircraft 3 
wing field. Wing and station personnel at this time would approximate 10,000 ‘ 
military personnel and about 500 civilian personnel. : 

Your continuing interest in this and other Naval and Marine Corps matters 
pertaining to the State of South Carolina is appreciated. Please do not hesitate J 
to call upon me at any time you need similar information in the future. 

Sincerely yours, 


ct ee len. liens es: itll lees: ll 2 


nc teat 


W. O. Brice, 
Lieutenant General, U. S. Marine Corps Assistant Commander for Air. 


_— 


BOF 22 pe mtd TURN A 


BEAUFORT, S. C., March 20, 1954. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR MENDEL: After reading the testimony given before the committee that has 
to do with the appropriation pertaining to Port Royal Bar, if I didn’t know the 
waters as well as I do and the history of this place, I should be somewhat con- 
fused as to the truth stated in some of the matters spoken of. 

First, testimony was given as to silt in Port Royal Harbor. This, to me, is 
somewhat ridiciulous as I have a chart dated 1772, one 1883 and another 1940, 
and on each one the distances, courses, and depth of water are identically the 
same; therefore, there is no silt to fill any portion of the channel proposed, if 
deepened. 

The only silt that I have ever known to be found, is that which is deposited 
along the Parris Island shore. This was caused by someone in the Marine 
Corps having constructed a concrete wall just north of the power house. Be- 
fore the wall was built, the people in charge at Parris Island dug thousands of 
yards of dirt from what is known as Horse Island and dumped it overboard. 
This sand filled up the old drydock, the dock on the front of Parris Island to 
which I personally took the U. S. S. Prairie, which ship had a draft of 25 feet. 
After that we were unable to get a boat of over 10 feet to the dock. That dirt 
did not only stop there, but went on down the river to a point off Marsh Island 
and created another island on the east side of Parris Island but did not effect 
the channel in any way whatsvever. a 

After careful examination, not only by myself, but by Simmons & Myrant, 
of Charleston, engineers, we found that there are only 3 places from the bar 
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to Port Royal that would have to be dredged to get a depth of 28 feet; 1 on the 

bar proper, and 1 just a little north of Cartwright Creek and Battery Creek up to 

Port Royal. The chart shows 20 feet, but the pilots have always contended 

that it is 224% feet depth at the bar. 

Something was said as to ships coming in to Parris Island. From the time 
I was a boy, some 60 years ago, I remember seeing the fleet anchored from Battery 
Creek to Bay Point. I also saw the battleship Indiana, under Capt. Rudley D. 
Evans, enter the drydock while having a draft of 26 feet. The battleships Maine 
and Teras, both having a draft of 25 feet, came up and anchored off Parris Island. 

As you know, Port Royal is the largest harbor south of Norfolk and east of the 
Mississippi River, and is the only harbor on the southeastern coast that could 
accommodate a number of the largest ships of the fleet while at anchor. The day 
will come when the Navy will need this harbor very badly. I hope that we do 
not wait until too late. 

Port Royal is the nearest port to the Panama Canal on the southeastern sea- 
board by hours than any other port of the coast. It also has a railroad that is 
the shortest route from the Atlantic seaboard to Chicago. The possibilities of 
industrial development in western Carolina along this railroad is beyond my 
imagination, and if we intend to develop South Carolina, as we should, we are 
going to have to leave off petty things and our personal ambitions and work for 
the good of our State, regardless of all influences that might be brought to bear 
on us. 

In closing, I am going to give you a list of ships that entered Port Royal and 
carried away a tremendous lot of freight in the year 1895. I hand you this as I 
feel that it will give you information you would not get elsewhere. 

Hoping that you are all right and with best regards, I am, 

Sincerely, your friend, 
B. B. Ropers. 

Schooner Clara Phinney, for New York. 

Steamship Jamaican, for United Kingdom. Length 400 feet, beam 44% feet, 
depth of hole 35 feet, draft 23 feet 2 inches aft and 22 feet 10 inches forward. 
Cargo 7,000 bales of cotton, 21,084 sacks of flour, 213 sacks of cottonseed, 17,000 
bushels of corn, 19 carloads of lumber, 600 tons of coal. 

Schooner Ascar, from New York. 

Steamship Jamaca, Johnston Line 

Schooner Margaret A. May, from Philadelphia 

Bark Mr. Vernon, from Bahia 

Schooner Lucy H. Russel, from New York 

Steamship Jamaca, cargo, salt 

Steamship 7eras at Tampa, for Port Royal, cargo, 5,000 bales of cotton, and 
phosphate rock 

Steamship West Hall, for New Castle 

Steamship Yorford, for Liverpool 

Steamship Mary Curtis, for Norfolk 

Schooner C. 8. Gliddin, from St. Lucia 

Steamship Yedmandale 

Schooner Rebbac T. Laurdin, from Boston 

British steamship Werneth Hall, from Liverpool, cargo, sugar 

British steamship Werneth Hall sailed for Liverpool, cargo, 9,000 bales of cotton, 
28.000 bushels of corn, 50 tons of flour, 150,000 feet of lumber 

Steamship Raumoor, from Las Palmas 

Steamship Alaska, for Wilmington, sailed from Coosaw Mining Co. 

Steamship Ida, cargo, 12,000 bales of cotton and quantity of grain 

Schooner Charles Nothan, from Portland 

Schooner Adals Thachry, from New York 

Schooner Susan M. Peckering, from Boston 

Steamship St. Pencras, from New York, cargo, 2,500 tons of phosphate rock, 
10,000 bales of cotton 

Schooner A. D. Lamson, from New York 

Schooner Joseph Ellicott, from Boston 

British steamship Armenia, from Teneriffa, cargo, phosphate rock 

Schooner Blanche Hopkins, from Baltimore 

British steamship Great Northern, from Philadelphia via Norfolk. 

Schooner L. M. Storer, for New York, cargo, 528,000 feet of lumber. 

Steamship Minister, from New York. 

Steamship Linda, from New York. 
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5 
Steamship Dora Foster, sailed for Holland. : 
Schooner Agnes Manding. ; 
Steamship New Minister, for United Kingdom. 3 


Steamship Lavianian, for Liverpool, cargo, salt. 

Steamship Yogrford, sailed for Dublin, cargo, phosphate rock. 

Schooner Grace Andrews, for Baltimore. 

Schooner Almeda Wiley, from New York. 

Werneth Hall came to berth Friday with cargo, 1,500 tons of salt; went to sea 
drawing 25 feet bound for Liverpool, cargo, 2,000 tons of kiln-dried phosphate 
rock, 1,000 tons flour, 5,000 tons cottonseed meal, 500 tons of lumber and sun- 
dries, 4,000 bales of cotton. 


Schooner F. O. Dane for Baltimore. 
Steamship Glenmoris, from Philadelphia. 

Schooner Amanda Wily, for New York, cargo, 353,000 feet of lumber. 

Steamship Blanche Hopkins, sailed from Port Royal for Baltimore. | 
Schooner Fannie Brown, for Richmond. | 


Schooner James Boyce, for Jacksonville. 

Steamship Pontiac, arrives Friday for Havre. 

Steampship R. F. Mathews, from New York. 

Steamship Palintino, to Liverpool. 

Schooner Agnes Manding, for Boston. 

British Steamship Great Northern, from Philadelphia for Port Royal. 

Werncth Hall expected to arrive, cargo, salt. 

Schooner Viola Reppard, for Boston. 

Steamship Raphael, for Liverpool, cargo, phosphate rock. 

Steamship Bellingham, for London. 

Schooner Blanche Hopkins, for Baltimore. 

Steamship Alwick, from Liverpool; cargo, cotton. 

Schooner Anna, from New York. 

Schooner Blanche Hopkins, from Baltimore. 

Schooner Lida J. Lewis, from Baltimore. 

Schooner Lydia M. Dearry, from Salem. 

Schooner G. M. Boyce, from Norfolk. 

British steamship Avalon; cargo, sulfur for Port Royal. 

Steamship Jerome, for Liverpool; cargo, for United Kingdom, 2,100 tons of salt, 
3,500 bales of cotton, 100 tons of lumber, 220 tons of coal. 

Werneth Hall went to sea October 13, 1895. 

Bark Mr. Vernan cleared for Boston. \ 

Schooner John R. Holiday, sailed for Savannah. | 

Steamship Sylvia, for Holland; cargo, phosphate rock. 

British steamship Blue Jacket, Cape DeVerde for Liverpool. 

Steamship Oakdale, for United Kingdom; cargo, phosphate. 

tritish steamship HBmpire for Port Royal. 


Steamship Knight of St. George, for Liverpool; cargo, phosphate rock. ; 
Steamship Norfolk, from New York. 
Steamship Teran, from Barbadowes. 


Steamship Laurianna, sailed for Liverpool; cargo, 3,300 tons phosphate rock, i 
200 tons of cotton, 600 tons of general cargo. Draft of 24 feet 4 inches. : 

Steamship Lauscrieve, from Philadelphia. 

U. S. S. Amphitrite sailed Tuesday. 

Steamship Gardenn, for United Kingdom. 

Steamship Azalia, for United Kingdom. 

Schooner Chalmer, for Charleston. 

Steamship Maness, for United Kingdom, 

Schooner Warren Adams, for Boston. 

Schooner Robert 8. Graham, for Philadelphia. 

Steamship Glenochil, from New York. 

Siam, 26 feet. 

Sechem, 25 feet. 

Macedonian, 24 feet. 

Indian Prince, 23 feet. 

British Princess, 24 feet. 

Caledonian, 24 feet. 

Insh Marie, 25 feet. 

Raymond de Laringano, 2 

Eden Hall, 23 feet. 


Bet iA 


feet. 
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James Turpet. 
City of Port Royal, 25 feet. 
Egyptian Princess, 25 feet. 
Praire (Morgan Line), 25 feet. 
Star of the East, 22 feet. 
New Castle, 23 feet. 
Pevtrer Creek, N. C. 


Mr. Anceti. The next project we have listed for consideration is 
Peltier Creek, N. C. Our colleague, Mr. Barden, is present. 

Is it agreeable to you, Mr. Barden, to have Colonel Milne of the 
Corps of Engineers present his views on the project first 

Mr. Barven. It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. ANGELL. That is the usual procedure. May I say there are 
three projects we have listed here—Smiths Creek, N. C., the Intra- 
coastal Waterway, Peltier Creek, N. C., and Wallace Channel, Pam- 
lico Sound, N.C. Are you interested in all three of them ? 

Mr. Barven. Yes, sir. All 3 of them, although more in 2. 

Mr. Ancrux. Is it agreeable that we will have the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ statement on all three of them and you will reserve your com- 
ments until they are all finished ¢ 

Mr. Barven. That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. AncGetx. Colonel Milne you may proceed when you are ready. 

Colonel Miznr. Mr. Chairman, the report on Peltier Creek, N. C., 
is contained in House Document 379, of the 81st Congress, Ist session, 
us authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Committee of the House of 
Representatives on November 30, 1945. 

Peltier Creek is a small tidal estuary located on Bogue Sound, which 
is off the coastline of North Carolina near Morehead City. The sur- 
rounding area is predominantly one of commercial, fishing, and 
recreational activities, 

There is no Federal project at Peltier Creek at the present time. 
Peltier Creek is primarily a harbor of refuge. It is in the vicinity 
of the Intracoastal Waterway which is a Federal project 12 feet in 
depth and of varying width that passes along this coastline. 

Navigation people experience considerable difficulty in Peltier 
Creek due to the fact that the basin is shoaling up and has a con- 
trolling depth of approximately 1 foot. 

Local interests requested that consideration be given to the provi- 
sion of a channel 10 or 12 feet in depth and some 90 feet wide from 
the Intracoastal Waterway into Peltier Creek, and a further provision 
at the upper end of the channel for a small anchorage area. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the area and recommends 
that a channel 12 feet in depth and 90 feet wide be provided from the 
Intracoastal Waterway; and that, further, a provision be made for 
an anchorage area at the upper end of the channel within Peltier 
Creek. 

Those recommendations were furnished to the State of North 
Carolina, and they indicated their concurrence. They were likewise 
furnished to the Bureau of the Budget. I believe it might be well 
to read just a portion of the comments of the Bureau. I am reading 
now from a letter of the Bureau of the Budget dated September 29, 
1949. 

While the incremental annual cost of the 12-foot channel and basin over the 
10-foot channel and basin is estimated at only $598, the reports show no in- 
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creased annual benefits for the 12-foot improvement. It appears, therefore, 
that the provision of a 12-foot depth may not be warranted and, accordingly, 
when construction is undertaken, consideration should be given to limiting the 
initial dredging of the project to a depth of 10 feet. On this basis, I am authorized 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you that there would 
be no objection to the submission of the report to Congress. 

Based on the original document we estimated the cost of this im- 
provement to be $32,000 Federal cost and $1,250 non-Federal, for a 
total of $33,250. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal 
cost of $43,000 and a non-Federal cost of $1,500, for a total of $44,700. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $3,480, of which 
approximately $1,800 represents an annual maintenance charge. The 
benefit-cost ratio again based on the revised cost is 1.29 to 1. 

Peltier Creek is primarily a harbor of refuge for the vessels located 
in the nearby vicinity. There are actually 12 vessels that moor in 
Peltier Creek year-round, but there are many more vessels that are 
located in the adjacent waters and which seek shelter at Peltier Creek 
during storms. Particularly that is true of Morehead City where 
approximately 180 boats are moored all of the time. In periods of 
storm those boats attempt to get into Peltier Creek to seek shelter. 
Of those 180 boats—about 70 can now get into Peltier Creek; but the 
remaining boats cannot except on favorable tide. 

Consequently, when a storm comes up those boats that are unable 
to get into the creek suffer a rather considerable amount of damage. 

Our analysis indicates if this channel is improved to 12 by 90 feet 
that the bulk of all the boats presently mooring in Morehead City 
would seek shelter in this area. We have come to the conclusion that 
the damages now suffered by those boats, which average from $50 to 
$100 a year would largely be eliminated by the provision of that 
shelter. 

There is one other point, Mr. Chairman, that does require discussion, 
and that is a 12-foot channel as opposed to a 10-foot channel. The 
Bureau of the Budget indicated there were rather doubtful benefits 
from a 12-foot channel over a 10-foot channel. We recognize that is 
true when you try and break it down into a dollar-and-cents propo- 
sition. However, we must bear in mind that the Intracoastal Water- 
way goes in front of thisarea. It isa heavily traversed waterway and 
has been improved to 12 feet. The boats that are using that are de- 
signed for that type of channel depth. 

We think since this is a part of the Intracoastal Waterway that the 
deph from the waterway into Peltier Creek should be comparable. 
For that reason we recommend that a 12-foot channel be adopted. 

Of course, if this project is authorized, prior to any construction we 
would, as is our practice, reanalyze those benefits. If it appears at 
that time that the 12 foot channel is not required, we would not go to 
that depth. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any questions on this project ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceiu. If not you may proceed to the next project, Colonel 
Milne. 


Sirus Creek, N. C. 


Mr. Ancetu. The next project is Smiths Creek, N.C. We will be 
glad to hear you on that project, Colonel Milne. 
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Colonel Mitne. The report on Smiths Creek, N. C., is contained in 
House Document No. 170 of the 83d Congress, Ist session, as author- 
ized by the Rivers and Harbors Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, adopted on April 1, 1946. 

Smiths Creek is a nontidal stream about 2144 miles long which rises 
in Pamlico County of North Carolina and flows genet ally south to the 
town of Oriental, which is on the Neuse River some 12 miles above 
Palmlico Sound itself. 

The area in the vicinity of Oriental is predominantly devoted to ag- 
riculture and fishing. 

There is at the present time a Federal navigation project at Oriental. 
In 1952 there were some 1,700 tons of edible fish and shellfish in $500 
vessel trips transported into Oriental, and they traversed the author- 
ized channel there. 

Navigation interests haven claimed that this harbor is open to storms 
or winds from the south, southwest and the southeast. There is a 
5-mile sweep across the Neuse River. In wind storms this results 
in building up rather sizable waves in the harbor. Local interests 
have requested consideration be given to the provision of a break- 
water across the entrance, which would reduce that wave action. They 
have also requested that consideration be given to the provision of a 
larger mooring basin adjacent to any bre: ikws ater that might be built. 

The Chief of Ei ngineers considered the requirements as indicated by 
the local interests and has come to the conclusion that provision of a 
breakwater and a larger turning area is economically justified. 

That report was furnished to the State of North Carolina and the ny 
have indicated their concurrence. Likewise it was furnished to the 
Bureau of the Budget. Generally the Bureau of the Budget indicated 
its concurrence. They took some exception to certain of the benefits 
we claimed would accrue if this project were improved, but basically 
considered that the real benefits were sufficient to warrant the con- 
struction of the caeiiaek 

I might also point out that the Public Health Service mentioned 
that our report does not indicate the point of discharge of wastes 
from the fish and seafood processing plants at Oriental. If these 

processing plants discharged directly into the present harbor or boat 

Salis: the construction of the proposed breakwater partially across 
the month of the Smiths Creek could possibly create a pollution 
nuisance because of the waste from the packing plants which might 
not be swept as readily into the open sound on a falling tide. 

We have checked that since the Public Health Service made their 
comment and find these processing plants at Oriental do not discharge 
any wastes into Smiths Creek. Therefore, the comment of the Public 
Health Service would not be applicable to this project. 

The cost as contained in the original document shows a Federal 
cost of $97,900 and a non-Federal cost. of $625, for a total of $98,525. 
Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $102,000 
and a non-Federal cost of $700, for a total of $102,700. 

Based on the revised costs, the annual charges are $4,370. The ben- 
efit-cost ratio, again based on the revised costs, is 1.77 to 1. 

Local cooperation would’be required to furnish all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way; hold and save the Federal Government free from 
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damages. Local interests have indicated they would comply with the 
requirements of local cooperation. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the annual maintenance, Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Mrtnr. The annual maintenance would be approximately 
$750. That would be the increased annual maintenance due to the 
provision of a breakwater and a small mooring basin. , 

There are presently some 54 vessels which operate out of Orienta! 
the year around. In addition, at the height of the shrimping season, 
generally, in August and September, there are an additional 150 ves- 
sels that are attracted to this area, and which moor in the harbor at 
Oriental. As a result of this very large concentration, and the rela- 
tively small provision made for mooring those vessels, there exists 
a great deal of congestion. 

You find the vessels hitting one another in periods of windstorms 
with resulting damage. There is also a great deal of damage to the 
vessels in unloading their catch and in getting back out to the fishing 
grounds. 

We have estimated if the project is improved by the provision of a 
breakwater and a larger turning basin that the damages to the vessels 
which are permanently based at Oriental would be reduced. These 
damages are presently estimated in the neighborhood of $25 per year 
per vessel. We believe that would be eliminated almost entirely by the 
improvement. Also, the delays that are occasioned to the boats, 
amounting to as much as 7 hours for each vessel trip, would be elim- 
inated. 

The result would be a greater catch of both edible fish and shellfish. 

I believe it might be of interest to the committee to have me very 
briefly read a few of these figures on the shrimp industry. A question 
was raised the other day about the possible depletion of the fish 
industry. These are records from the State of North Carolina. They 
show that in 1880 with a population in the United States of approxi- 
mately 50 million, some 10 million pounds of shrimp were taken from 
the waters of the United States for a pounds per capita of 0.2 pound. 

In 1940, with a population of 131 million, 150 million pounds of 
shrimp were taken for a per capita consumption of 1.14 pounds. 

In 1950, with a population of 150 million, 210 million pounds of 
shrimp were taken, and the per capita consumption increased to 1.39. 

In spite of that increase of shrimp there is no evidence of depletion 
of the shrimping grounds. The State of North Carolina goes on to 
say in discussing the question of the depletion of the shrimp: 


It is stated a single female may lay 1 million eggs in a season. Within 6 
months the eggs produce marketable shrimp. 


It states further that: 


Shrimp indicate considerable ability to withstand exploitation, and the avail- 
able literature reveals no danger to the species. 

Mr. Ancety. That is very interesting. Is there any question by any 
member of the committee of Colonel Milne on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancor... If not you may proceed to the next project if you will 


because time is rather short and we want to hear from Congressman 
Barden if we can. 
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Wa.LuaAce CHANNEL, PAmMiiIco SouND 


Mr. Aneetu. The next project will be Wallace Channel in Pamlico 
Sound, N. C. Colonel Milne, we will be glad to hear from you on 
this project. 

Colonel Miznz. The report on Wallace Channel, Pamlico Sound, 
N. C., is contained in House Document No, 453, of the 8ist Congress, 
2d session, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Wallace Channel is in Pamlico Sound at Ocracoke Inlet. Pamlico 
Sound is a body of water off the coast of North Carolina. It is located 
above Cape Lookout, and between Cape Lookout and Oregon Inlet. 
There is no Federal project in the Wallace Channel at this time. Dur- 
ing the war the Navy found it necessary to have that channel dredged 
out, and they asked the Corps of Engineers to do the job. 

In 1942 it was dredged to a depth of 12 feet, and then about 7 
years later it was dredged again with emergency funds. At the 
conclusion of the war there was no further maintenance work done 
in the channel because it is not an authorized Federal project. 

The area surrounding Pamlico Sound is primarily devoted to 
fishing and agriculture. Across the Wallace Channel in 1952 there 
were some 1,600 vessel trips, primarily trawlers and menhaden boats 
carrying their produce into Pamlico Sound and to the processing 
areas or plants nearby. 

The local interests have felt that if Wallace Channel is not main- 
tained to a depth of 12 feet, the commercial fishing industry will 
be unable to utilize the channel and get out through the Ocracoke 
Inlet. Instead of that the bulk of them would have to take the 
much longer route through Beaufort, around Lookout Point, and 
out to the fishing banks in the Atlantic Ocean. 

By utilizing Wallace Channel the distance from their home ports 
is 61 miles. If they must take the longer way it more than doubles 
the distance or some 123 miles. 

Accordingly, local interests have requested consideration be given 
to the provision of a channel 12 feet deep and 200 feet wide across 
the Wallace Shoals. 

The Chief of Engineers investigated the area and has come to 
the conclusion that the provision of a channel 12 feet by 200 feet 
is economically justified. Those recommendations were furnished 
to the State of North Carolina and they indicated their concurrence. 
Likewise, the Bureau of the Budget indicated that they had no ob- 
jection to forwarding the report to the Congress. 

Based on the project document the Federal costs are estimated at 
$83,000. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 have a Federal cost 
of $108,000. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $18,810, of 
which approximately $15,000 represents an annual maintenance 
charge. Based again on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 1.62 
to 1. 

There are 2 types of benefits that would accrue if the Wallace 
Channel could be maintained to a depth of 12 feet. 

(1) The trawlers that use Wallace Channel and Ocracoke, Inlet 
to get out to the fishing banks could do so with minimum travel. 
Without the channel, they would have to take the much longer way 
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through Beaufort and across Lookout Point. That would increase 
their travel time by something like 24 hours. When you reduce 
that 24 hours to dollars and cents it becomes an appreciable an- 
nual increased cost to the fishing fleet. 

(2) The second benefit would accrue to the menhaden fishers 
These fishing fleets do not always use Wallace Channel. They 
do go out through the Beaufort area. However, they must have a 
means of getting back into sheltered waters when these unexpected 
storms occur on the Atlantic. This is a real natural inlet off the 
menhaden fishing banks. So if the Wallace Channel is not provided 
there will be a decline in the menhaden fishing industry in that 
particular area 

The sum of the 2 benefits, we believe, amply and fully justify the 
Federal Government maintaining Wallace Channel to 12 feet by 
200 feet. ; 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any questions of Colonel Milne by members 
of the committee ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.i. Congressman Barden, we ave happy to have you with 
us, and we would be pleased to hear from you at. this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRAHAM A. BARDEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Barpen. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to be back before your com- 
mittee here. I first had the honor of serving on this committee for 
about 15 years, I reckon, under a grand old gentleman, Judge Mans- 
field. And then I strayed off into another committee—and I have 
not had as much fun since, I want to assure you. 

Mr. Ancretyi. We are very glad to have you come back. It is like 
a prodigal son returning. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Chairman, the three projects just discussed are, 
you might say, kindred projects. The colonel just called to your 
attention the fact that the menhaden boats and other fishing boats 
use that area to make their living. 

They are by no means all, or even the greater number of boats that 
use Ocracoke Inlet. I do not know how many of you keep up with 
the fishing business, sport fishing and otherwise, but in that area from 
Ocracoke Inlet down around Cape Lookout and below Morehead 
City it is nationally known to the fishing industry. That is because 
it is no secret that there are more fish products and seafood taken 
from the area of Carteret County than any county, I believe, from 
Delaware to Texas. 

Nobody ever belittles Texas as having less of anything for fear of 
an argument. So I just stop at the borders of Texas in the interests 
of time. 

Right now there is a boat breaking into pieces at the mouth of that 
inlet. Itisa very expensive boat that went aground. 

If you see Neuse River and the way it goes down into Pamlico 
Sound, you will understand it better. Of course, coming in here, if 
the bgats go across here then the outlets are available. U p to New- 
port and Oriental and the other points, that is where they go, and they 
either hit the railroad or the highways. 





i 


Pherae? 




































: RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 265 
By the way, I would say the railroads have just about quit hauling 
fish and seafood because it is not fast enough. They have found that 
seafood is much better if it is gotten to the market and to the table 
quickly. Some time ago I experienced about 2 days of rather severe 
trouble with my health on account of getting hold of some fish that 

did not get to the table quick enough. 

1 am not going to spend any time arguing on this because it is just 
so self-evident. It is so practical and means so much. The engineers 
have estimated very conservatively on the number of boats that use 
that. More will use it if the element of safety is available. 

I do not know whether any of you have ever been out in this area 
in a storm, but I have been, and there is not but one thing for you to 
do if you are caught out here. That is just make it as hard as you 
can around C ape Lookout Point which goes about 10 miles out there 
before you can get around in here. Then you have to double back 
in and go into Beaufort Inlet, or to C ape Lookout Harbor. 

So, from the standpoint of s safety and the standpoint of service 
to the industry and the general public convenience, all of those things 
justify the project. 

I am so sure that you gentlemen see that from the map and from 
the colonel’s statement that I will not indulge myself with encroaching 
upon your time any longer. 

Few people know that around this point here, during World War 
II, there was an average of 14 ships that hit the bottom every week. 
I have been along in this area here and here and seen as many as 3 
big tankers and 3 big ships burning at one time. That is how hot 
this water was around here. You might say, “Well, why do you men- 
tion that?” Well, it looks like there will be some good coming from 
most anything. The Gulf Stream is off here and comes around this 
point within 20 miles of these sunken ships—and there are 75 or 80 
of them—and virtually every fish of the type that you catch off Florida 
has gathered around those old sunken hulls of those old ships, and it 
has Just become quite a paradise for sports fishing as well as the com- 
mercial fishing in here. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the Peltier Creek project. The colonel made 
reference to the fact that there were 12 boats, I think he said, o 
something like that, using it all of the time. 

This creek comes right up here to the Highway No. 70 which 
traverses the whole State of North Carolina. I passed there about a 
month and a half ago and I guess that there were probably from 
100 to 125 boats from here to along in here that came in on high tide 
for reasons of safety, and that is where they left their boats. Of 
course, the tide had gone out and the boats were lying partly on their 
sides. I do not have to tell you gentlemen the damages that result 
from that when they are pushed in the mud. 

This is exposed area here. This operates as a spur or side track 
from the Intracoastal Waterway. 

I want to say this to the credit of the Army engineers. For a long 
time they were very reluctant to take to these small projects. Then 
they began to realize the importance of them and the importance of 
these se: afood products getting to the markets, and so forth, and they 
have put in some of these small spur tracks, you might say, from the 

Intracoastal Waterway, and there is not one of them they have ap- 
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proved it in on that coast that has not paid for itself hundreds of 
times. 

I will give you one example of a project up there that I think cost 
$17,000 to do the dredging, and so forth, to get the water in to where 
they could contact the highway. The first afternoon it was open 
more edible fish were landed on the dock, or rather the fish landed on 
the dock were of greater value and brought more money than the 
entire project cost. That is how valuable they are to the men who 
make their living from the sea and from the waters in this area 

This area here is exposed. It is about 4 miles, I believe, from here 
to Morehead City, which is always congested as you know. There 
are docks along in there. The prevailing winds are, of course, from 
the sea and the southwest in the summertime; and when September 
and those fall months come along the northeaster is here. There just 
is nothing to do then but get that boat out of there to somewhere and 
put it in some safe place. Otherwise you might this afternoon have 
a $30,000 boat and tomorrow morning it would not be worth 30 cents. 

Now this is just a perfect harbor of refuge. It is a perfect place 
for them to moor boats. It is a perfect place for boats coming up 
from Florida to get them out of here when there is a windstorm. 

There is nothing between this point and the ocean except sand. 
That is all there is. So in here they would come. People from up- 
state and all over the country, as far as that is concerned, and a lot of 
people from the North, take their yachts down and want to moor 
them and maybe go on somewhere else, and then come back and pick 
them up. There just is not any safe place to do it. But in here the 
shape and course of this creek makes about as near perfect a mooring 
basin as you could possibly have, and it ties right on to this main high- 
way here. 

As a matter of fact that blue water ought to go right up to the edge 
of the highway because you can step right off the highway into it 
if you were so disposed. This is the big summer hotel and resort. 

That little improvement there will mean more to all of these fishing 
boats and smaller boats and trawlers that have to be moored some- 
where than anything I know of that you can do there in that area. 
And that is the only “safe place with as much water as you anticipate 
putting in here, anywhere in that whole area down there. Is that not 
so, Colonel ? 

So IT again leave that with you gentlemen. And do not figure that it 
is just a few boats that are concerned in this. The only reason why 
more do not use it now is because they cannot get in, and if they get in 
they cannot get out if the tide goes down: and. if they go in there and 
the tide goes down they go into the mud. 

You know, I have had a lot of argument over tonnage on water im- 
provements. They say that you cannot justify so-and-so because you 

cannot show the tonnage. Well, it has always been amusing to me 
because how are you going to prove tonnage if there is not water for 
the tonnage to move on? You have to estimate what it is going to be. 

With this number of boats that line this place, we see from here on 
down there is no other place they can go into. Because the damage 
done to them from sinking in the mud will be less than banging them 
up and beating them up and probably sinking them, they go in 
there. 
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Also it does away with these daily watchers they have to have. Ina 
place of that kind they can moor the ship and probably save $200 a 
month for a man having to tend it every day. 

The next project I want to take up is Smith Creek. Mr. Chairman, 
here is a small project the benefits from which per dollar expended I 
do not believe could be exceeded anywhere. I once took one of the 
Chief of Army Engineers in. We were coming up this river and I 
said, “I want you to see something that has been bothering me.” And 
we came in here, and he said, “That is amazing.” It speaks more 
loudly for itself than any project I have seen. You can see exactly 
what the good results will be. 

Here is Neuse River off here. It is a little over 4 miles wide, is it 
not Colonel ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barven. And if you think that it cannot get rough when a 
southwester comes in there off that 4 miles of water, you are mistaken. 
They have not overemphasized this in this picture. The boats are 
crowded in there as close as they can stick together. You let a south- 
wester hit them and the damage is simply terrific. 

This past year, why, it would be hard to estimate the amount of 
damage that came from a quick southwest storm that caught this 
place ‘almost full of boats. Of course, as it is now when a storm is 
brewing they just have to turn to. Because they can go through this 
highway bridge and go in here, or they can get t closer to this shore. 
If they are a larger type of boat they must come out of there and 
seek cover either on the other side of the river, or the other inland 
waterway, or else go up or along the river 15 or 20 miles to where 
there is some safety. 

In speaking of the shrimping industry during the shrimping season, 
there is not any such thing as getting in there except wherever there 
are landings at some of these receiving houses. They just put some 
body out there and make them keep the channel clear so one boat can 
go in and unload and come out. 

This project has been on the books, I think, from way back yonder. 
About 1910, was it not, Colonel ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barpen. At that time there was no hard-surfaced road that 
came in there. Now there are two hard-surfaced roads in here; and 
the seafood products had a lot to do with justifying the construction 
of those. But back here these people had no way of marketing that 
seafood. They virtually had to give it away to keep it from spoiling. 

Also their boats were torn up. So they in conjunction with the 
engineers built a dirt breakwater from here out to about where this 
end shows here, and they bottled it up. I think it cost them about 
$7,000; did it not? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barven. The fishermen themselves spent $7,000 building a dirt 
breakwater around here. Allright. That was fine until the first 2 or 
3 storms hit it. Then the dirt, instead of doing good, did harm be- 
cause it went into their other mooring basin. 

Everybody that I have ever seen connected with the Army engi- 
neers—and I have shown this same thing to many of the district engi- 
neers—just thinks it is so feasible, and so wise, and so practical to put 
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this rock breakwater out here, which would change this very dangerous 
place in here, which it is not, into a very safe harbor of refuge, and in- 
crease its size many times, so far as that is concerned, and make it 
a safe place to unload the seafood products that they bring in here. 

There are a lot of these boats that are seasonal fishing boats. At 
certain seasons they are tied up and moored. They must find some 
safe place for that. When you leave Oriental here, it is twenty-some 
miles to Beaufort. That is the next safe place you can find. And in 
going the other way you are going toward the Wallace Channel area 
that we talked about before, and Pamlico Sound. 

That is just a young ocean, and a bad one at that in times of storm. 
So that the boats come out of Pamlico Sound and must seek a safe 
place. I cannot conceive of a wiser investment than that. It saves 
so much waste. It adds so much to the people. All they want is an 
opportunity to make a living. They do not want anything but just 
an opportunity. 

Mr. AnGELL. We ae that our time is up. We are very glad to 
have had you with us. I do not know if there are any questions. Do 
any members of the committee have any questions of Mr. Barden? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetw. Mr. Congressman, do you have any additional wit- 
nesses that want to be heard ¢ 

Mr. Barven. No, sir. Those maps and the colonel’s statement in 
my opinion are sufficient. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that Mr. Barden made a 
very fine statement on the necessity for these projects. I think the 
Army engineers also substantiated the great need for an improvement 
down there. As one member of the committee I was very glad to get 
Mr. Barden’s firsthand information on the need for the ‘development 
of the fishing industry in that area. 

Mr. Barpen. Thank you. 

Mr. Anoetv. I think that applies to all members of the committee, 
and we thank you, sir. 

Mr.-Barven. Thank you. I know every foot of every one of them 
because I have been around them for so long. 

Mr. Ancetu. The ep will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, W cdetniny, February 10, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1954 


Hovses or Rerresenratives, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AnD Harsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:05 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. AnGeti. The committee will come to order and we will proceed. 
The other members of our committee have been notified to be here. 

We had listed originally the Apalachicola Bay, Fla., Channel Across 
St. George Island, on which we had hearings last year. For that 
reason it has been stricken from the agenda for today. However, our 
colleague, Congressman Sikes, is here and desires to make a brief 
statement on that project. 


ApaLAcHicouaA Bay, Fua., CHANNEL Across Sr. GrorGe ISLAND 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Sixes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, as the committee knows, we had a thorough and 
complete hearing on the proposed St. George Island cut in June of 
last year, during the first session of the present Congress. At that 
time the necessity for that project was emphasized as strongly as we 
could. It is of prime importance to the entire area and a project 
which will, within a short time, become additionally essential because 
of the fact that the great Chattahoochee, Apalachicola and Flint 
Waterway will have been substantially completed and will be in active 
use by river traffic. 

Because of that fact that this project was presented last year it 
was agreed after discussions with the committee chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee’s staff that it would not be necessary to repeat 
the presentation, but I do want to take this opportunity to assure the 
chairman that we do have witnesses here in the event the committee 
feels that additional information is desired. Otherwise we will not 
impose further on the time of the committee on that project, except 
to reiterate that it is a matter of primary importance to the area. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Sikes. The committee will take the 
matter intoconsideration.  , 

Are there any questions ? 
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Mr. Steep. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancevt. Mr. Steed has a question. 

Mr. Streep. I wanted for the soles of the record to ask Colonel Milne 
if there has been any change in the cost figures that were given in 
the original hearings between then and now ? 

Mr. ANceLt, You may supply that for the record later, if you wish, 
Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Minnez. I could do it now, sir, if you would like me to. 

Mr. Anoetx. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Mitne. The original cost of the project that Congressman 
Sikes has described was estimated at a Federal charge of $428,700, and 
a non-Federal charge of $3,000, for a grand total of $431,700. Those 
costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $635,700 and 
a non-Federal cost of $3,000. 

The annual charges based on that revised cost are $43,300, and the 
benefit-cost ratio as revised is 1.09 to 1. 

Mr. Aneett. Have you any further questions, Mr. Steed ? 

Mr. Sreep. No, that is all. 

Mr. Ancexw. I also have a letter from Senator Holland of Florida 
addressed to the chairman of our committee with reference to this 
project in which he gives his unqualified endorsement of the project. 

Without objection, I will ask that this letter be incorporated in the 
record at this point. 

I will also ask that these proceedings with reference to that project 
be incorporated in the record at the place where the original hearings 
were held. 

(The letter from Senator Holland is as follows :) 

FEBRUARY 8, 1954. 
Honorable Grorce A. DoNDERO, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: You will recall that I filed a statement with your 
committee in the last session of Congress urging favorable consideration of the 
project which would provide a channel across St. George Island from the Gulf 
of Mexico into Appalachicola Bay, Fla. 

It is my understanding that hearings will be held again on this project on 
February 10, 1954. I will not further burden the record by filing an additional 
statement, but I do want to reiterate my strong request for favorable action 
by your committee on this project which will be such a tremendous asset to the 
seafood industry in that area. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Yours faithfully, 
Spressarp L. HoOLianp. 


Mr. Sreep. Mr. Chairman, does Congressman Sikes have any con- 
stituents here who have any statements they want to make for the 
record in regard to this project ? 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Sikes, do you have any such witnesses here ? 

Mr. Srxes. There will be no additional statements at this time, 
unless the committee desires to have further information than that 
previously submitted. 

Mr. Aneetx. Thank you, sir. 
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That will be all then on that project and we will proceed to the 
next one. 3 
APALACHICOLA Bay, Fa. 


Mr. Anceu. The first project the committee will consider this 
morning is Apalachicola Bay, Fia., in which our colleague, Congress- 
man Sikes, is also interested. If it is agreeable to you and the other 
members of the committee we will first have the report of the Army 
Engineers. 

Mr. Sixes. That is certainly satisfactory, sir. 

Mr. Anorii. Colonel Milne, you may make your report at this 
time, if you will, please. 

Colonel Mitne. The project for Apalachicola Bay, Fla., is de- 
scribed in House Document No. 156 of the 82d Congress, first session, 
as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Apalachicola Bay is a large body of water off the west coast of 
Florida. The city of Apalachicola is primarily dependent for its 
livelihood upon the fishing industry. 

The existing Federal projects in Apalachicola Bay consist of a 
channel 12 feet in depth and 125 feet wide, which is really the Intra- 
coastal Waterway running through Apalachicola Bay and to the 
city of Apalachicola. 

In addition to that project there is an east pass between St. George 
Island and Dog Island, with a channel 9 feet in depth and 100 feet 
wide; and a channel 10 feet in depth and 150 feet wide called the 
west pass between St. Vincent Island and St. George Island. 

As the committee knows, last year we discussed the provision of 
an entrance channel across St. George Island. The report we are 
considering today covers a channel at Eastpoint and the provision 
of a shelter area at Apalachicola. 

On the existing channels there were some 15,000 tons of local com- 
merece handled in 1951. I am not counting the very sizable volume 
of commerce that was carried on the Intracoastal Waterway. The 
15,000 tons was local traffic destined for Apalachicola and consisted 
of seafood products and shell. 

Local interests have indicated considerable difficulty in navigating 
at Kastpoint due to the fact that there is no deep water adjacent to 
that community; the result being the fishing fleet has to anchor some 
several thousand feet offshore and then transship their products to the 
processing plants in Eastpoint. 

A senna difficulty lies in the fact that there is no provision at 
Apalachicola for a mooring or shelter area for the large number of 
boats that are based there. That causes considerable difficulty during 
periods of storm. 

The Chief of Engineers, after investigating the requests of local 
interests has come to the conclusion that a modification of the exist- 
ing project is economically feasible. He recommends that provision 
be made for a channel some 6 feet in depth and 100 feet wide, roughly 
parallel to the shoreline of Eastpoint and extending for 6,000 feet, 
with an entrance channel from water of that depth in Apalachicola 
Bay. . 

He also recommends that provision be made for a channel and 
turning basin in Apalachicola; the channel to be 9 feet in depth and 
80 feet wide, and the turning basin to be 500 feet square. 




























































272 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Those recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the State of Florida and were concurred in. Likewise, the 
Bureau of the Budget indicated that they have no objection to the 
submission of this project to the Congress. 

Based on the original cost estimate as contained in the House docu- 
ment, the Eastpoint project has a Federal cost of $51,600, and a non- 
Federal cost of $1,500, a total cost of $53,100. The project for Apala- 
chicola has a Federal cost of $37,200 and a non-Federal cost of $8,500, 
a grand total of $45,700. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show for Eastpoint a Fed- 
eral cost of $58,000, and a non-Federal cost of $1,800, or a total of 
$59,800. 

For Apalachicola there is a Federal cost of $40,000 and a non-Fed- 
eral cost of $10,700, for a total cost of $50,700. 

Based on those revised costs the annual charges are estimated to be 
$7,760 for Eastpoint, and $4,940 for Apalachicola. 

Again based on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio for the East- 
point project is 1.75 to 1 and for the Apalachicola project it is 1.46 to 1. 

Local cooperation required for Eastpoint will be to provide and 
maintain the necessary slips and hold and save the Federal Govern- 
ment free from damages. For Apalachicola it will be the furnishing 
of lands, easements and rights of way, and spoil disposal areas for 
construction and maintenance ; hold and save the Federal Government 
free from damages; provide an adequate mooring slip and public land- 
ings with suitable utilities and supply facilities open to all, includin 
public parking area and access roads; and the necessary bulkheads ‘nd 
slips for local boats; establish a competent and properly constituted 
public body empowered to regulate the use, growth and free develop- 
ment of the harbor facilities. 

Local interests in both cases have indicated a willingness to comply 
with the terms of local cooperation. 

At Eastpoint, Mr. Chairman, there are approximately 55 fishing 
vessels that are based there the year round. Due to the inadequate 
depth those fishing vessels must anchor several thousand feet offshore. 
Then they transfer their fish catch to shallow-draft vessels and bring 
them in to the processing plants at Eastpoint. That has resulted in 
considerable aie to the fishing fleet. We have estimated that those 
delays average two hours for each trip. Those delays translated into 
dollars and cents represent a sizable figure in money that is lost each 
year. 

We have estimated that the benefits that would accrue as a result of 
the recommended improvement would be more than sufficient to jus- 
tify the provision of a Federal channel at that particular point. 

I might say that Apalachicola is one of the largest fishing centers in 
the State of Florida. Over 350 boats utilize that area generally 
throughout the entire year. With that large number of boats it has 
become a serious problem as to where they can be moored to lessen the 
damages that may occur during storms; and also to avoid congestion 
and to permit the fishing fleet to get in and out of the harbor with 
some degree of facility. 

The annual damages to the fishing fleet at Apalachicola are estimated 
at not less than $25 a year for each of the 350 vessels. By the pro- 
vision of this turning basin some 500 feet square a great number of 
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the boats that are presently based at Apalachicola would find shelter 
there during per ods of rough weather. 

We feel that the provision of that shelter area would materially 
reduce the damage now experienced annually by the fleet. We have 
accordingly recommended that a Federal project be authorized there. 
Mr. Anoetx. Colonel Milne, House Document 156 of the 82d Con 
gress, First Session, designates this project as Apalachicola Bay, 
Florida, and it is so designated on our agenda. But you seem to have 
reported on three separate subdivisions. Is that all included in this 

one project, Colonel ¢ 

Colonel Mine. There are two separate projects included in this 
one document, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Do you have the total Federal cost of the two and the 
total non- Federal] cost ¢ 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. The total Federal cost revised to the fall 
of 1953 for both projects would be $98,000; and the non-Federal cost 
would be $12,500. 

Mr. Aneeit. What is the basis for the allocation of $12,500 of non 
Federal costs ? 

Colonel Mitne. The non-Federal costs are primarily at Apalachi 
cola. Those would be the furnishing of lands and rights of way and 
the building of the mooring slips. That would be one of the primary 
non-Federal costs. Then, as I mentioned, they have to provide the 
public parking area and access road, as well as the bulkheads and 
slips. There are some additional non-Federal costs that we have not 
included in here, Mr. Chairman, they being of the self-liquidating 
type. Therefore they are not included as a non-Federal cost. Never 
theless, local people would have to spend a sizable amount of money 
to provide the facilities required. 

Mr. Ance.L. Is there any cash contribution ? 

Colonel Minune. There is no cash contribution. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the annual maintenance for the two projects / 

Colonel Murine. It is estimated at $7,000. 

Mr. Ance.it. That covers both of them ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Minne. For Eastpoint it is 1.75 to 1. The benefit-cost ratio 
for Apalachic ola is 1.46 to 1. 

Mr. Anertu. Mr, Steed, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Sreep. No questions. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, what is the depth across Apalachicola Bay ? 
1 refer to the depth outside the area covered by this recommendation. 
Is the depth of the bay sufficient to take care of the traffic without 
further dredging in that area ? 

Colonel Minx. Yes, sir. This channel would go out to water 6 
feet in depth. From that point there would be water either of that 
depth or greater throughout the area. 

Mr. Scupper. That is from Eastpoint over to the city ? 

Colonel Mitnz. That is correct, sir. From the end of our recom- 
mended channel, which would be 6 feet in depth, you have water of 
that depth or greater available in the Apalachicola Bay area. 
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Mr. Scupper. What is the distance that would be saved in miles, 
approximately, by that construction ? ; 

Colonel Mitne. This particular recommended project, sir, does not 
involve savings in distance, that is, in miles that the fishing fleet would 
have to travel. The existing fishing fleet there is unable to get any 
closer than about 2,000 feet from the shore. The provision of this 
channel would enable them to get up to the shore. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Anortu. I have a letter addressed to me as chairman from the 
Honorable George Smathers, Senator from Florida, in which he has 
sent to me a statement expressing his approval of these five projects 
in Mlorida and has asked that it be incorporated in these proceedings. 

Without objection, it will be incorporated in the proceedings at 
this point. 

(The statement and letter of Senator Smathers are as follows:) 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
February 9, 1954. 
Hon. HoMer D. ANGELL, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ANGELL: I have been advised that your subcommittee 
will hold public hearings at 10 a. m. Wednesday, February 10, 1954, with respect 
to the following projects: Apalachicola Bay, Fla., channel across St. George 
Island; St. Joseph Bay, Fla.; Apalachicola Bay, Fla., Eastpoint; Hillsboro Har- 
bor, Fla.; Rice Creek, Putnam County, Fla. 

Since the pressure of business will not permit me to personally appear before 
your subcommittee on the above-mentioned date, I will be most gratified if you 
will insert in the record the enclosed prepared statement urging favorable con- 
sideration of these projects. 

With kind regards, sincerely, 

GeorcE SMATHERs, U. S. S. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SMATHERS FILED WITH THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIVERS 
AND HARBORS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity afforded me in joining with my 
colleagues of the Florida delegation in support of the Apalachicola Bay, St. Jo- 
seph Bay, Hillsboro Harbor and Rice Creek projects now under consideration by 
your committee. 

As this committee knows, surveys were conducted by the Corps of Engineers on 
each of these proposed projects and such surveys found them to be economically 
justified. As a result, recommendations were made to the Congress for their 
authorization. I find myself wholeheartedly in agreement with such recom- 
mendations which will effect substantial benefits to our economy and national 
security, as well as to provide much needed flood control resulting in reduction of 
damage to farming and grazing lands. Florida and the Nation will benefit from 
the sound economy upon which these projects are predicated. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us in the Congress are familiar with the phrase “pork 
barrel” and its use by misguided persons to oppose undertakings which were 
worthy of public support and against which effective arguments could not be 
raised. 

The entire civil functions program of the Army engineers has been from time 
to time called a “pork barrel” program, when in truth and fact it is anything but 
a spoils program, or a system under which political “loot” is divided. 

It seems to me that it is time to rewrite political lexicons to eliminate that 
word, or phrase, and to honestly face the issue of whether or not Federal appro- 
priations are justified to accomplish certain public works. 

It has been used too many times to stampede otherwise sound thinking citizens 
and legislators to oppose public works which are based on principles as simple 
as the old axiom “a stitch in time saves nine.” 

We have been told so many times that it is good to save money regardless of 
any consequences, and that any undertaking to improve and conserve our natural 
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resources is a political “pork barrel,” that a costly injustice is being perpetrated 
in our Nation. 

For instance, the Congress last year saw fit to completely eliminate from the 
appropriations bill all support for the central and southern Florida flood con- 
trol program. This was done on the grounds of economy—to save money. 

The Congress recess was not 2 months old before the same administration, 
hearing reports from Florida (and I personally made some of those reports) 
declared half the State a disaster area because of floods. 

As a result, three separate and distinct disaster aid programs were author- 
ized and the Federal Government began spending money generously to assist 
our farmers, growers, and cattlemen who had suffered serious damage because 
of flood conditions. 

Now, I do not make the claim that a generous appropriation last year would 
have prevented these floods and made programs of assistance unnecessary. 

But I do say that the more quickly we carry the flood control program to 
completion, the sooner will such programs of aid be unnecessary. 

The budget next year carried about $314 million for this giant project, and 
we need more than twice that amount. 

It seems to me that the Congress must decide whether we should continue 
to pay out millions every year to repair flood damage, to replace washed out 
farms and drowned pastures and cattle, or whether we will once and for all 
spend the necessary money to complete this system which will prevent both 
floods and droughts. 

In the light of these factors which are so important to our national security, 
to the development of our national resources and the maintenance of sound 
economy, I consider it a signal opportunity to join with my colleagues in support 
of these vitally important projects. Sound, sensible and practical economy alone 
dictates that these proposed projects be approved and undertaken at the earliest 
possible moment. 

I feel confident that this committee, with the facts at hand will also render 
its support. 


Mr. Anceii. Congressman Sikes, we will be very glad to have 
you take charge of the witnesses you have to present on this project. 

Mr. Sixes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to make a brief statement first in support of the project, 
after which I wish to present to the committee witnesses from the area. 

Mr. Ancett. That will be very agreeable to the committee. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, Eastpoint on Apalachicola Bay has 
shown a spontaneous growth as a seafood center. Starting from a 
very small village of a few homes and commercial houses, it has grown 
during the per iod of the last 10 tol5 years to a population of around 
1,200. This is due to the proximity of fishing grounds and oyster 
beds, which made it economically feasible for seafood operators to 
establish their businesses in the Eastpoint area. The community there 
is wholly dependent on seafood. 

The growth that I refer to has taken place despite the fact that 
the area has been seriously handicapped by the lack of a navigable 
channel. As has already been pointed out to you it is impossible for 
the fishing boats to get to the docks to unload their cargo. 

The seafood ca rgoes have to be unloaded from 1 000 feet to 2,000 
feet out in the bay and lightered in. Naturally that makes for a more 
expensive operation and a more time-consuming operation, even 
though the fishermen use boats having very shallow draft. This, of 
course, has resulted in poor economy. It has required smaller fishing 
so that they could be shallow-draft boats, and it has necessitated lighter 
hauls of fish and oysters and that has resulted in lower pr oduction 
with a lot of lost time. 

In addition to that there has been considerable boat damage down 
through the years because the boats have to be anchored out in the 
vol. 1——19 
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open bay where they are exposed to sudden squalls that come up. 
Practically every boat in the fishing fleet receives damage in varying 
amounts during the course of each year 

This, I believe, Mr. Chairman, is one of the clearest cases of genuine 
need for a project to support a growing economy that I have been 
privileged to support. I urge its approval in strongest terms. In 
addition, the same House Document 156 of the 82d Congress, first ses- 
sion, carries a recommendation from the Corps of Engineers for the 
provision of a boat basin or shelter area at Apalachicola proper. It 
is needed in order to eliminate the crowded anchorage and mooring 
facilities along the Apalachicola waterfront. 

As you have heard, Apalachicola is one of and possibly the principal 
seafood producing area in the State of Florida. There are a great 
many boats which are crowded along the limited anchorage facilities 
at the waterfront at all times. This proposed boat basin or shelter 
area will provide refuge in time of storm from the exposed anchorage 
and from the crowded conditions that now exist. 

Apalachicola Bay is an open, shallow bay and it is now difficult and 
sometimes improbable for the boats to find the shelter that they need. 
This project carries self-liquidating provisions by virtue of having a 
public wharf and rental slips whic h will be provided by local interests, 
and not by the Federal Government. 

Now Mr. Chairman, I will proceed to introduce witnesses, after 
which we will be glad to answer any questions. I believe that would 
be the best procedure. 

First, 1 would like to indicate the presence here of Mr. James Golden, 
administrative assistant to Senator Holland, who wishes to file a state- 
ment for Senator Holland supporting this project. Senator Holland 
will also wish to file statements supporting the other Florida projects. 

Mr. Ancett. Very well. That may be received and incorporated 
in the record, at the conclusion of the testimony on this project. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, if I may I would like to have the privilege 
of presenting the Honor able C. H. Bourke F loyd, Florida State 
senator, who will speak on these two projects. 

Mr. Ancewn. I hope it will be in order to call attention to the fact 
that we have a large number of projects and we will ask the witnesses 
to be as brief as they can, and at the same time not overlook any essen- 
tial points they wish to make. 

Mr. Srxes. We have prepared our presentation knowing that the 
committee is pressed for time. 

Mr. Anceti. They will have an opportunity if they have written 
statements to present them for the record and hit the high points of 
their document, if they so desire. 

Will you state your name in full and your position, please ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. C. H. BOURKE FLOYD, A STATE SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Frioyp. C. H. Bourke Floyd, State senator, Fifth District of 
Florida, which includes Eastpoint and Apalachicola. 

To save time we have condensed the information which is pertinent 
to this matter into a brief. This brief was prepared by the four per- 
sons who are here today. I think you have copies, and if you do 
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have them I would appreciate your following me because I have some 
exhibits in the brief which will allow you to get a clearer picture of 
what we are asking at the present time. 

Purpose of hearing: It is my understanding that the purpose of 
this hearing is to discuss the advisability of this committee’s recom- 
mending to the Congress that the proposed channel at Eastpoint, 
= alachicola Bi ay, F la. + as approved and recommended by the Corps 

f Engineers, be authorized and adopted as a Federal works project. 

‘abot: The community of Eastpoint was established in 1935 and 

s located 6 miles east of Apalachicola, Fla., on Apalachicola Bay. 
Its population of about 1,200 people today are 95 percent dependent 
on the seafood industry as a means of livelihood. Its chief products 
are hard-shell crabs and oysters—the world’s best bivalve, Apalachi- 
cola oysters—although they produce other seafoods including shrimp, 
mullet, speckled trout, and whiting. 

Production: A recent report prepared especially for this hearing 
covering 1953 indicates there are 10 registered seafood houses on 
Eastpoint which employ directly about 500 seafood workers. These 
workers operate 85 boats, in contrast to the 50 as stated in the last 
report of the Corps of Engineers, which produce 1,476,884 pounds of 
crabs, 213,395 pounds of fis sh and shri imp, and 17,270 barrels of oysters. 
The total value to the boatman was $298,510.40. We consider 1953 
an avers ige year. 

Existing waterfront conditions: An examination of the charts will 
quickly reveal that the depth of water at dockside is not sufficient for 
navigation on any but an extremely high tide. In fact, at dockside 
the shore is out of the water. In other words, there isn’t any water 
at mean low tide on many, many occasions. 

The enclosed pictures were taken on low tide February 2 and an 
examination of them shows very plainly the conditions which exist. 

We estimate that about 30 percent of the productive fishing time 
is lost because of the inability of boatmen to land full-sized catches 
and, likewise, their inability to leave the docks on low tides. 

Seafood supply: The estuary of the Apalachicola River, Apalachi- 
cola Bay and the Gulf of Mexico in the area has long been an abundant 

producer of all types of seafood: The Apalachicola “Bay area produces 
about 70 percent of the entire oyster production of Florida. It also 
produces large quantities of crabs and other seafoods. 

For the past 3 years the legislature of the State of Florida has appro 
priated $100,000 annually to be used by the Oyster Division of the 
Board of Conservation for the planting and propagation of oysters. 
About 70 to 75 percent of this money is being spent in the Apalac ‘hicola 
Bay area, The program is paying dividends and the result is a greater 
quality ofa higher priced product. 

The authorization and construction of the Eastpoint Channel will 
allow this community to take full advantage of the benefits from the 
oyster cultivation program. 

Safety factors: An examination of local climatological data con 
cerning Apalachicola Bay by the U. S. Department. of Commerce 
Weather Bureau reveals that we-have had an ave rage of 76 thunder- 
storms, or squalls, as they are called locally, per year for a period of 
30 years. During 1952, 86 were recorded. 
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These squalls, or baby storms, approach with very little warning 
and reach high velocities in a very short time. They are the dread of 
the fisherman and he is constantly on the alert to avoid them and to 
take steps to protect his boat when he is caught in them. There have 
been many instances in which boats were capsized and crews lost in 
these squalls. The Eastpoint fishermen are no exception, ahd have 
suffered loss of life and property because they had no deep water 
approach to their docks during bad weather. We lost two fishermen 
in the last 60 days. The boat capsized. 

The Eastpoint Channel would serve as an important safety measure 
both in approaching the docks and providing suitable anchorage areas 
This, we feel, is one of the strongest points in our statement. That is 
the fact that it would be a harbor of refuge. These two men who were 
drowned were from Eastpoint, to which I referred. 

Justification: The Corps of Engineers has made a careful study of 
this project and found it to be economically justified. They have rec- 
ommended to you, through channels, that it be authorized and con- 
structed. We are here to show our interest and assure you that the 

yroject is needed today more than it. was when the surveys were made. 
Ve are positive that the future welfare of Eastpoint is directly de- 
pendent on what action you take today. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to present our testimony. 

I would like you to turn over the page to see the maps of the East- 
point project. They are self-explanatory. 

The next exhibit is the local climatological data. 

The first picture, if you will turn in your briefs, gentlemen, shows 
a view that reveals on the right side the fact that there is no water in 
this tide which we show at mean low tide on February 2. You can see 
the long mud flats as testified to by the Engineers going out 2,000 feet 
from the dock. 

In the next picture you will see a dog and a boat and fishermen try- 
ing to push the boat off. The water barely covers the dog’s toes, so 
you see it is not very deep there, and yet you are some thousand yards 
offshore. 

Turning over again you will see a picture with the water shining, 
and yet you can see oyster shells sticking out at the bottom of the 
shore. You do not have 2 inches of water there. 

The last picture is at low tide. Not mean low tide. We are trying 
to be fair about it. That is some 3,000 yards offshore. You will 
notice the mass of oyster shells completely out of the water. 

Mr. Anceti. Are those commercial oysters there ? 

Mr. Fioyp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceiu. And edible? 

Mr. Froyp. Yes, sir. Of course, we have all types of oyster bars, 
but that is a bar from which many oysters are taken. It is at Cat 
Point, which is at the edge of Eastpoint. 

IT would like to state that the name Apalachicola was called by our 
former Governor McIntyre to be the most euphonious word in the 
language. We are glad to bring that to your attention today. 

Mr. Ancrit. The committee has been very happy to receive this 
very fine statement from you. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Scudder, from you of the witness? 
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Mr. Scupper. There is nothing extraordinary about oysters being 
out of the water. You are not trying to correct that, are you, by rais- 
ing the tide to cover the oysters ¢ 

Mr. Fioyp. You are quite correct. But when the oysters are out 
of the water in an area which it is necessary to cross with our boats, 
I think it is a little extraordinary to expect a boat to get across there 
or the area in the picture. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the channel go through the oyster beds ? 

Mr. Froyp. It goes between them. This channel will not disturb 
the oyster production. 

Mr. Scupper. I had an oyster farm at one time. The oysters seemed 
to grow better if they were out of the water at tidal intervals. 

Mr. Froyp. That is right. Thank you for your question. 

Mr. Ancext. I would like to pursue that question a little further. 
How long may the oysters be exposed out of the water without dam- 
age to them ? 

Mr. Froyp. Mr. Chairman, I am not an expert, but I have been 
raised on the world’s best bivalve there and I believe I can answer 
your question. In the hottest days of summer, about a day and a half 
to two days is all they can stand. In the winter maybe three or four 
or five. It does not bother them at all. But they cannot stand much 
heat in the summer. 

Mr. Anceti. Are the oysters lying almost on top of the sand or 
are they underneath the sand ? 

Mr. Fioyp. Most of your better oysters are at least 4 to 5 inches 
under the water at low tide always. Most of your coon oysters are 
those that are exposed all the time. 

Mr. Ancexi. But are they underneath the sand too, or do they lie on 
top of the sand ? 

Mr. Fioyp. They go into the mud. Our oysters are not raised 
sand. It is a kind of black mud. Some of them are down a little 
bit, but the lip has to be out a bit to feed and breathe. 

Mr. Anceii. Are these oyster beds publicly owned or privately 
owned ¢ 

Mr. Froyp. They are all publicly owned except two or three in the 
bay. The ones in the pictures are publicly owned. 

Mr. Ancett. What arrangements do they have for parceling those 
out to different fishermen ¢ 

Mr. Froyp. We have a State law providing for the leasing of them 
and we are encouraging that system now. However, it has still not 
been taken up commercially. We can grow an oyster in much less 
time in our State than it can be grown elsewhere. At Apalachicola 
we can grow one in 3 or 4 months, “whereas it would take the oyster 27 
months to grow in Chesapeake Bay. They both grow in the winter 
and summer in this particular area of Florida. South of it they only 
grow in the winter and north of us only in the summer. We are in the 
most productive oyster belt. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Steed, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Streep. No questions. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, if I may I would like to present two 
witnesses who assisted in the preparation of this statement which has 
just been made, but who do not desire to make statements at this time. 
First, Mr. W. H. Creekmore, city manager of Apalachicola, Fla., 








280 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


and then Mr. Arthur L. Tucker, a seafood dealer of Eastpoint, Fla. 
He represents the seafood dealers of the Eastpoint area oe today 
and has been one of the people who was instrumental in showing the 
need for this project from the beginning. 

Mr. Anceti. We are very glad to have those men present before the 
committee. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, for a further brief summary of this prob- 
lem I would like to present the State Representative from Franklin 
County, the Honorable Bryant G. Patton. 

Mr. Ancor. Mr. Patton, the committee is very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BRYANT G. PATTON, A STATE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Parron. My name is Bryant G. Patton, representing Franklin 
County. 

In order to save time I would like to present my statement. 

Mr. Anceix. The statement will be received and incorporated in 
the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Patton is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF BRYANT G. PATTON, OF APALACHICOLA, F'LA., BEFORE THE PUBLIC 
Works COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ON IMPROVEMENTS TO 
WATERWAYS IN APALACHICOLA BAY AND St. Georce SOUND AT EASTPOINT, FLA. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is Bryant G. Patton, of Apalachicola, Fla. I repre- 
sent Franklin County, in which Apalachicola Bay and Eastpoint are located, in 
the Florida State Legislature. I am grateful for this opportunity to appear be- 
fore you to offer testimony which I earnestly hope will prove helpful to you in 
deciding to include the Apalachicola Bay projects described in House Document 
156 of the 82d Congress, Ist Session, in the rivers and harbors omnibus bill upon 
which you are now working. 

Since this portion of your hearing is devoted particularly to the Eastpoint 
project I will confine my remarks to that subject although I am intensely inter- 
ested in the proposed cut across St. George Island as well as the small boat 
mooring basin, all of which have been recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

The life of the seafood industry at Eastpoint, which as a very important and 
predominant segment of the economic life of Franklin county depends upon the 
dredging of this channel. At the present time, and for several years, there has 
been considerable shoaling adjacent to the north shore of St. George Sound where 
the fishhouses at Eastpoint are located. The controlling depth at low tide ranges 
from zero to 2 feet, making it necessary for fishermen to transport their catch to 
the shore by very small boats, or by wading. This is time consuming and very 
costly. Obviously, if we had the required water depth this operation would be 
greatly facilitated by permitting unloading right at the fishhouse docks. It 
would result in great savings to the fishermen and, in fact, keep most of them in 
business. With annual commerce in seafood alone amounting to from 8 to 12,000 
tons you can readily understand the proportions of the problem with which our 
industry is confronted in handling seafood cargoes from boat to shore, and in 
damages to equipment from grounding on oyster bottom shoal waters. 

Construction of this channel would result not only in economies in the present 
operations but would also result in sharply increased production of seafood. 
Larger boats could be used. There is, in addition, the party fishing industry to 
consider, and this is a large industry in Florida. At the present time it is not 
possible for the size boats required for this type of fishing to dock at Eastpoint. 
An adequate channel, such as has been recommended by the U. S. Engineer, 
would cause this industry to flourish. Although your action may not be based 
primarily on such a consideration, the fact remains that party fishing would con- 
tribute greatly to a healthy economic life for the people of Eastpoint and sur- 
rounding area. 

It is my firm belief that the benefit-cost ratio reported by the Engineer in 
House Document 156 above referred to would be even greater today than it was 





ee ee ee 


5 sp abaiine ils 


J phe ainta h NSIS, 























































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 281 


when the original survey was made. Consequently, Mr. Chairman, I respect- 
fully urge your committeee’s sympathetic consideration of our problem and ex- 
press here the earnest hope that you can approve this worthy project in your 
authorization bill. We do not feel that restrictions previously imposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget should stand in light of present world circumstances. We 
need this project in our own private war against unemployment and economic 
starvation. Thank you. 


Mr. Parron. These projects have been entirely covered by Colonel 
Milne and Mr. Floyd, our State senator. On behalf of the people of 
Franklin County I want to express our deep appreciation to this com 
mittee for your kindness and the consideration with which you have 
given these projects your time and study. It is the lifeblood of my 
county and it means much to us. 

I anticipate if these projects go through that we will have no unem 
ployment down our way. 

I do believe that our county will grow in the next 10 years so that 
this committee will be proud that they have had an opportunity to give 
us the kind assistance that you are giving us. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Patton, we are very happy to have had your sincere 
statement. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Patton by members of the committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Unless there are questions 
from the members of the committee that concludes our presentation. 

Mr. Ance.y. There are no further witnesses on this project ? 

Mr. Stxes. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you very much. 

That concludes the presentation on this project then. 

(The statement of Senator Holland is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, UNtrep StTates SENATOR FROM THE STATI 


or FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to file a statement in support of 
the modifications of the Federal project at East Point, Apalachicola Bay, Fla., 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers in House Document 156 of the 82d Con- 
gress. The first of the modifications includes a channel 6 feet deep, 100 feet wide, 
and about 6,000 feet in length, generally parallel to the shore just off East Point, 
and a connecting channel 6 feet deep and 100 feet wide from near its center to 
water of equal depth in the St. George Sound. This modification is extremely 
important to the seafood industry in this area, and it is estimated that it will 
eliminate about 75 percent of the annual repair costs of the large fleet of com- 
mercial fishing boats that normally base at East Point by permitting them to be 
tied up at their respective docks rather than being forced to anchor well offshore 
in deep water as is now the case. When anchored offshore, these fishing boats 
are often set adrift by squalls with consequent damage to their hulls. This 
channel would also permit the use of larger vessels which would allow more 
economical operations in this industry. This modification has a benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.75 to 1, and I hope the committee will see fit to authorize it. 

I also urge the committee to approve the second modification recommended by 
the engineers which consists of a small boat mooring basin 500 feet square and 
9 feet deep, with a connecting channel 9 feet deep and 80 feet wide through 
Scipio Creek to the Apalachicola River. There is a dearth of sheltered areas in 
this vicinity for use by small fishing boats during the fierce storms which frequent 
this section of the country, and this basin will provide a welcomed refuge from 
these fierce disturbances since the nearest protective anchorage is several miles 
up the Apalachicola River, is inaccessible by land and has not been improved for 
navigation. The benefit-to-cost ratio of this modification is 1.46 to 1. 

Mr. Chairman. the total construction cost of these modifications is only $98,800, 
with the small sum of $6,000 required annually for maintenance. I shall not 
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burden the record further at this time, but I do feel that there is ample justifica- 
tion for these projects and strongly urge the committee to give them favorable 
consideration. 


JosePH Bay, FLA 


Mr. Ancor. The next project will be St. Joseph Bay, Fla. 

Colonel Milne, may we have your report, please, at this point ? 

Colonel Mitnxx. Mr. Chairman, the report on St. Joseph Bay, Fla., 
is contained in House Document No. 595 of the 81st Congress, “second 
session, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 

The port of St. Joe is one of the large ports of Florida. It is lo- 
cated on the northwest coast of Florida about 115 miles east of Pensa- 
cola. The area surrounding the port is one primarily devoted to light 
and medium industry. The existing Federal project at Port St. Joe 
provides for a channel 32 feet in depth and 300 feet wide, extending 
across the bar and into the port proper. In addition, there has been 
provision made for a south channel 27 feet in depth and 200 feet wide, 
leading from the port, and a turning basin 32 feet in depth and 1,000 
feed in width and 2,000 feet long. 

In the year 1952 approximately 2,000,000 tons of commerce uti- 
lized this waterway. That commerce was predominantly petroleum 
and petroleum products. Local interests have indicated some diffi- 
culties with the existing Federal project and have asked specifically 
that consideration be given to increasing the depth of the present 
project from 32 feet to 36 feet or 37 feet. They have asked that pro- 
vision be made for a jetty in front of the existing turning basin to re- 
duce the wave action. They have also asked that the south channel 
be dredged toa deeper depth. 

When those requests were made by the local interests the Federal 
Government had not completed the presently authorized Federal proj- 
ect. Since we have completed that project some of the requests of 
local interests are no longer applicable. For example, in the dredg- 
ing of the present project we deposited a good portion of the spoil area 
in front of the turning basin and provided in effect an earth jetty. 
That has been adequate in reducing wave action in the present turning 
basin. 

Likewise, the provision of a turning basin has made it unnecessar 
for the large oceangoing vessels to come out of the south rvreat | 
Instead they can turn within the turning basin and utilize the main 
ship channel as an exit. So the request of local interests for deepen- 
ing this channel is also no longer applicable. 

The Chief of Engineers made a very thorough study of this par- 
ticular area and has come to the conclusion that modification of the 
existing project is economically justified. He recommends that the 
present Federal project be modified to provide an entrance channel 
37 feet deep and 500 feet wide, gradually narrowing into a channel 
400 feet wide, and then an inner channel of 35 feet in depth and 300 
feet. wide. 

He has also recommended that provision be made within the turn- 
ing basin for a channel 35 feet in depth and 250 feet wide. 

Those recommendations were furnished to the State of Florida, 
which has indicated its concurrence. Likewise, they were referred to 
the Bureau of the Budget. 
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I believe it would be proper at this point to read a brief extract from 
the letter of the Bureau of the Budget. I am now quoting from a letter 
of the Bureau of the Budget dated April 2 25, 1950: 


It is noted that the recommended increase in channel dimensions is justified 
on the navigational requirements of fully loaded T—2 type tankers. The benefit- 
cost ratio, as determined by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, is 
1.05. There are a number of other petroleum ports along the Gulf and Atlantic 
coasts on which comparable deepening to accommodate the larger tankers has 
either not been completed or on which deepening has already been recommended 
for authorization. These modifications of existing projects generally involve 
greater tonnage and traffic and have substantially higher benefit-cost ratios than 
estimated for the St. Joseph Bay improvement. It would appear, therefore, 
on the basis of information contained in the report, that while the deepening of 
the St. Joseph Bay project may be justified, its schedule of construction in com- 
parison with these other petroleum ports would be of relatively lower priority. 

On this basis, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
to advise you that there would be no objection to the submission of the report to 
Congress. 

Based on the project document, the estimated cost of the recom: 
mended improvement is $1,125,000 for Federai costs. That cost re- 
vised to the fall of 1953 shows a Federal cost of $1,312,000. 

The annual charges, based on that revised cost, are $99,400, of which 
approximately $45,000 represents the increased annual maintenance 
charge. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised cost, is 1.25 to 1. 

Local interests would be required to furnish free of cost to the 
United States all necessary spoil disposal areas; hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to the construction and main- 
tenance of the project ; provide and maintain adequate depths between 
the docks and the edge of the proposed channel as may be required 
by shipping. 

Since the end of World War II, Mr. Chairman, there has been a 
material change in oceangoing vessels. Prior to World War I both 
the cargo carriers and the oil tankers drew not much in excess of 24 
to 27 feet. During the war the large shipbuilding program resulted 
in the production of the so-called T-2 type tanker, which draws fully 
loaded 30 feet, 2 inches. That tanker at the end of the war became the 
standard tanker of the merchant marine fleet. 

My information indicates that they are not building tankers of 
any size less than the T-2, and actus lly for traffic between the United 
States and foreign ports, the tankers are even larger than the T-2 
type. So the trend since the midforties has been definitely to much 
larger vessels. Therefore the old channels that were satisfactory prior 
to and duri ing the early stages of World War II are unable any longer 
efficiently to ace ommodate modern oce: ungoing vessels. 

The T-2 type tanker draws 30 feet 2 inc hes fully loaded. To that 
draft you must make provision for squat. In other words, when 
the vessel is under way it tends to lower in the water. Squat will 

rary from 1 to 2 feet for a T-2 tanker. 

In addition to that, you must have a clear depth between the bottom 
of the keel and the bottom of the channel. Otherwise the master of 
the vessel will lose control completely. We feel that 2 feet is a mini- 
mum depth to have below the keel. 

All in all then a T-2 tanker fully loaded should have a channel not 
less than 35 feet in depth. 
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At the present time at the port of St. Joe the T-2 tankers cannot 
come in fully loaded. At full load they will hold some 16,500 tons 
of petroleum. They actually must use the port for the greater part 
of the time at something less than their full load. We have estimated 
that that will srobably load in the neighborhood of 14,700 tons. 

The cost of leinuking that petroleum into the harbor is virtually 
the same, whether the vessel is coming in fully loaded or whether it 
is coming in at a reduced load. If those tankers could be fully loaded 
pertoleum could be brought into this area for something like 8 cents 
a ton cheaper. 

Based on the existing and reasonable potential traffic at St. Joe, 
we believe that the benefits involved amply justify the provision for 
a deeper channel, and we recommend it accordingly. 

Mr. Anceii. Colonel Milne, did you give the non-Federal charges ¢ 

Colonel Mrine. There are no non- Federal costs on this project other 
than the normal items of local cooperation required for a project of 
this type. 

Mr. Ancetn. The annual maintenance is $45,000 ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetxi. That is rather high, is it not? 

Colonel Mitne. This channel is 6 miles in length. For a channel 
of that length, considering the type of material in St. Joseph Bay, 
that maintenance is not excessive. 

Mr. Anoeii. The benefit-cost ratio is not very high, I note. 

Colonel Minne. Based on the traffic we estimated—and 1 might 
say, Mr. Chairman, we have been extremely conservative in our esti- 
mates—we believe there will be 2,000,000 tons of petroleum products 
utilizing that channel over the foreseeable life of the project, which 
we estimate at 50 years. Actually we know that today there are al- 
most 2,000,000 tons of petroleum products entering into the port of 
St. Joseph. We have been on the conservative side deliberately. 

Mr. Anoeuu. As I recall it, the benefit-cost ratio is 1.05 to 1. 

Colonel Mitne. That is right, sir, based on the survey. The current 
estimate is 1.25 to 1. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any questions, Mr. Scudder ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. What is the present maintenance cost of the channel ¢ 

Colonel Mirine. $35,000. 

Mr. Scupper. And the anticipated cost of maintaining the channel 
if it is deepened would be $90,000 ? 

Colonel Mrune. It would be $35,000 plus $45,000. 

Mr. Ance.i. Maintenance is $45,000. 

Colonel Mitne. It would total $80,000, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. $80,000 for maintenance ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir, that it, based on survey prices. On a 
current basis, the maintenance would total $100,000. 

Mr. Scupper. The thought strikes me, Colonel, that this harbor 
is now being served. The traffic is continuing and it is fully serving 
the area, is it not, with its present ships ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. If the shipping companies continue to develop larger 
and larger ships it might be that you would have to go deeper than 
the proposed channel. Is that not true? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Scupper. What I am getting at is, is there some sound economic 
method of transporting in given-sized ships? I had difficulty in secur- 
ing the authorization for deepening of Humboldt Harbor to 40 feet. 
The ships that can be used economically in the transportation of 
lumber cannot operate out of a 30-foot harbor. We have deepened 
ths at to take care of the Liberty type ship, which will draw between 

29 and 31 feet of water. 

Now, must we antic ipate shipping companies are going to continue 
to make larger and larger ships to make our ports unse srviceable, or 
should we start to consider something as to the economic size of the 
ship to operate in and out of our various harbors throughout the 
country ¢ 

I am rather concerned because if we go to the expense of develop- 
ing a harbor—and I am talking about the one I am vitally interested 
in, Which is Humboldt Harbor—if they develop ships that cannot ply 
out of that harbor does it means we will have to come back and con 
tinually ask the Federal Government to deepen it solely for the benefit 
of the steamship companies according to their likes ¢ 

We voted a bill out of this committee last week for $105 million 
for a 27-foot channel which is called the St. Lawrence seaway bill. 
I think there should be some way of gauging the type of ships that 
ue going to be necessary to service the people i in these various ports. 
| am for the economic shipment of commodities, but it seems to me 

there should be some principle which we can work to and not fea 
that the shipping companies are going to continue to build bigger and 
bigger ships; because that will mean deeper and deeper harbors ata 
greater expense of majntenance, because the deeper you get a harbor 
and a channel the more it adds to the cost of maintaining it. 

Maybe there is no way of controlling ship development, but I think 
it is worthy of study to try and find out what a maximum depth would 
be, without a doubt the steamship companies might develop a ship 
that would carry 50 percent more cargo than the present ships that 
are going to use this harbor. 

Where will the limit be, and has any thought been given to that ? 

Colonel Mitne. The answer to your question, Mr. Seudder, I pre- 
sume could be better made and should be made by the shipping indus- 
try itself. But let me tell you what our experience has been. We 
have definitely found a trend since the war to ships of greater draft. 
The reason is, of course, that operational costs per ton of cargo is less 
for the larger ships. Accordingly there has been that tendency to 
increase the size of the ships. 

I think that the industry feels now that the T-2 tanker for the 
domestic trade is probably about as big as they will want to go to. 

For intercontinent trade the T-2 should not be expected to remain 
as the standard ship. It is definitely being replaced by the so-called 
supertankers. 

I have one further thought. In our analysis of any of these proj- 
ects, whether it is Port St. Joe or any other, the mere fact that there 
may be a ship that draws more water than the channel provides for 
does not mean we recommend on the basis of that one ship. It has 
to be a predominant number of vessels that are entering the port that 
require a greater depth of water and the benefits are sufficient to war- 
rant modification. Generally the so-called supertankers are entering 
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ports like New York, Philadephia, and Baltimore, where we have 
40-foot channels. 

However, you have propounded a question which is certainly worthy 
of more consideration, I feel, than I can testify to and perhaps the 
shipping industry would be the best people to give the answer. 

Mr. Scupper. I think it would be well for our Public Works Com- 
mittee to try to develop that thought and know where we are going, 
because I think the deeper we go in our channels the greater the added 
cost of maintenance. 

Mr. Aneoew. It is certainly a very live and vital question. For the 
16 years I have sat on this committee I note from year to year we have 
had the problem of increasing the depth of the channels and of var- 
ious ports, both on the Atlantic and Pacific Coasts, as well as on the 
Gulf. 

As Congressman Scudder said, there should be a well defined prin- 
ciple involved as to a uniform depth. I presume, however, one port 
will have a certain depth and another an increased depth. 

Baltimore Harbor and the harbors down the Texas coast and the 
Columbia River need increased depths because we have transatlantic 
ships coming in, and some of them are the largest ships afloat. Some 
of the smaller harbors such as we have been considering in these bills, 
of course, require lesser depths. So I ae there could not be a 
uniform depth for harbors throughout the Nation. It depends on the 
particular needs of the particular district involved. 

Mr. Steed, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Sreep. No questions. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Sikes, we will be glad to hear from you on this project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Joe Bay is the center of a rapidly growing industrial area in 
Florida. It is the terminus of the only oil pipeline network out of 
Florida to the north. It is the site of the St. Joe Paper Co., one 
of the largest manufacturing companies in the State. It is the site of 
- St. Joe Lumber & E xport Co., which has a great foreign trade. 

Significantly, it is an area which all through the years has up to the 
full Tenit of its capabilities improved its own facilities. St. Joe is a 
progressive community in every sense of the word. 

It is an area, too, Mr. Chairman, of considerable historical signifi- 
cance. I would like to point out that in 1838 and 1839 St. Joseph, as 
it was then known, was the site of Florida’s first constitutional con- 
vention in the preparation for Florida’s entry into the Union, which 
came in 1845. At the time of the constitutional convention, St. Joseph 
was known as the fastest growing, the richest and, some said, the 


wickedest city in the United States. It had race tracks and enjoyed 
world trade in nearly every commodity. They even undertook to build 
a railroad to the Apalachicola River 30 miles away to tap the rich com- 
merce that was flowing from the cotton producing areas in Georgia 
and Alabama to the docks in Apalachicola for transshipment to the 
ports of the world. 
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Unfortunately yellow fever and hurricanes destroyed the city in its 
entirety, and within 2 years after the constitutional convention it had 
almost ceased to exist. The new St. Joe is distinctly a product of 
recent years and it enjoys a fine reputation as a progressive and grow- 
ing ¢ ity. 

Now getting back to the present and the need for this project 

Mr. AnceLL. How large is the population at the present time ¢ 

Mr. Sixes. Approximately 5,000 people. 

The need for this project is emphasized by the fact, as Colonel Milne 
very well pointed out, that the trend for cargo carriers is to larger 
craft with deeper draft. The local facilities are completely inade- 
quate to take care of their needs. There is danger of damage to ves- 
sels. Each year a number of tankers run aground and are damaged. 
This is very costly under present conditions. Even more significant 
is the fact that tankers now must dock with reduced loads, which makes 
an uneconomical and inefficient operation. It is very important that 
a deeper channel be provided at the earliest possible time. This is a 
busy port with a growing volume in shipments. The project is fully 
justified. 

Mr. Chairman, with that brief prelude I would like to present to 
the committee Mr. Francis T. Greene, who is executive vice president 
of the American Merchant Marine Institute. 

Mr. Ance.t. We would be very glad to hear you, Mr. Greene. Will 
you give your full name and occupation for the purpose of the record, 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS T. GREENE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE 


Mr. Greene. My name is Francis T. Greene. I am executive vice 
president of the American Merchant Marine Institute, which is com 
posed of American owners of over nine million deadweight tons of 
ocean-going shipping registered under the American flag. This rep- 
resents a substantial majority of all the American-flag shipping. 

Our interest in the St. Joseph Bay project arises from the fact that 
the port is the terminus of the first pipeline, which is an important 
petroleum products pipeline serving the South Atlantic States. 

This terminus is servied by a number of our members operating 
tankers and therefore the project is of the greatest concern to us and 
we wish to lend our most unequivocal support to the recommenda- 
tions of the Corps of Engineers for the improvement of the channel 
over the bar and also into the port itself. 

Mr. Ancrtt. May I interject to ask from what point does the oil 
come to this port? From what fields does it come? 

Mr. Greener. My understanding is that a great majority of it, if not 
all of it, comes from the Texas and Midcontinent F ields, being shipped 
through Port Arthur, Texas, and from there to Port St. "Joe in Florida 
for distribution to the South Atlantic States. 

Mr. AncELL. Does some of it come through the Intracoastal Water- 
way ¢ 

Mr. Greene. I would be inclined to doubt that. I should add that 
our member companies have operated over 74 trips a year to Port 

Joe, laying down approximately 7 million barrels of petroleum 
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product a year for distribution to the whole South Atlantic States 
area. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute endorses and supports 
wholeheartedly the recommendations of the Secretary of the Army 
as transmitted to the Congress that the existing depth be deepened to 
37 feet over the bar and 35 feet through the channel. 

We have found from experience that 32 feet is inadequate for han- 
dling fully loaded T-2 tankers, which are 16,000 deadweight ton 
tankers, which is the standard ship for use in the coast wise transporta- 
tion of petroleum products by sea. The proposed 37-foot depth 
over the channel and the 32-foot depth in the channel will enable 
T-2 tankers to be operated «t their maximum economical efficiency, 
of course resulting in cheaper distribution costs, which ultimately 
will reflect themselves in cheaper product prices to the consumer. 

It is essential that a ship have a necessary margin of safety be- 
tween her fully loaded draft, particularly due to the squat of a ship 
when under way, as testified to by Colonel Milne. 

The proposal of the Corps of Engineers will enable the T-2 to use 
the channel and the facilities to their maximum economic efficiency. 

I should add that there have been groundings in this channel, par- 
ticularly when there is a strong northerly wind. The SS. Gulfland, 
and the SS. Gulfport, and the SS. Gulfmeadovvs, all have grounded 
for a total of four times between 1949 and 1953 in the 32-foot channel, 
particularly at times when there is a strong northerly wind which 
tends to lower the tidal range to such an extent that a loaded T-2 
tanker is in serious danger of grounding and it is extremely difficult 
to manage and handle under way without that margin of safety be- 
low her 30-foot draft. 

Mr. Scudder raised the question of whether or not increasingly 
large ships may not result in an increasingly heavy burden on the 
Federal Government for the dredging and the maintenance of such 
channels asthis. I think I can answer that question, sir. The answer 
isthis: 

At least to date and for the foreseeable future about the optimum 
size for a coastwise tanker traversing the route from Port Arthur, 
Tex., to the Atlantic range and particularly on the shorter haul to the 
Florida termini is about that of a T-2, that is, 16,000 deadweight 
tons. The larger tankers which have been testified about here, that 
is, the so-called supertankers which are now running up to as high 
as 45,000 tons deadweight, are used exclusively in the major point- 
to-point hauls from the foreign producing centers, such as Aruba, 
the Persian Gulf, and certain others, to the very largest consuming 
oil refinery centers such as Perth Amboy, N. J., and New York, and 
certain of the consuming points in western Europe. 

A ship of that size would make no economic sense as applied to the 
shorter coastwise hauls with which we are here cshemeak So far as 
I know there is not under contemplation by the tanker industry or by 
the Government the building of any ships which would draw appre- 
ciably more than the 30-foot draft of the T-2 tanker for coastwise 
use or domestic at the present time. 

I will be very sted and will undertake to check with the tanker 
committee of the American Merchant Marine Institute on that point 
and submit a supplemental statement for the record on it. 
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Mr. Aneett. Mr. Greene, the committee would be very glad to have 
you do that and that may be incorporated in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington 6, D. C., February 26, 1954. 
Honorable Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


Subject : St. Joseph’s Bay improvement project (House Doc. No. 595, Slst Cong.) 


Dear Mr. ANGELL: When I testified before your subcommittee on behalf of 
the American Merchant Marine Institute, with respect to the above project, on 
Wednesday, February 10, 1954, question was raised by Mr. Scudder as to 
whether or not the trend toward increasingly large and deeper draft tankers 
may not result in an increasingly heavy burden on the Federal Government for 
the dredging and maintenance of channels to oil distribution ports. I then 
testified that the optimum size for a coastwise tanker is about that of a T-2 
of approximately 16,000 deadweight tons drawing approximately 30 feet fully 
loaded, but undertook to check this point and submit a supplemental statement. 

I can now advise you, for incorporation in the record of your hearings, that 
the improvements recommended by the Secretary of the Army for Port St. Joe 
will not in the foreseeable future be outmoded by any new tanker construction 
now planned by the American tanker industry. 

| can also confirm my testimony that the so-called supertankers which are 
now being built for the longer haul trades from major production areas to the 
relatively few major refining areas, will not be economically suitable in our 
judgment for the shorter domestic hauls such as that going into Port St. Joe. 
Thirty-five (35) feet has become the generally accepted depth at most of the 
petroleum terminals where “clean products” are discharged and the proposed 
improvements to Port St. Joe will bring it in line with the general trend; and 
there is no present basis for anticipating that depths greater than 35 feet will 
be required in the foreseeable future. 

I respectfully request that this letter be incorporated in the record of your 
hearings, and thank you again for the courtesy and consideration shown to me 
by you and your subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCIS T'.. GREENE, 
Executive Vice President. 

Mr. Greene. In closing I would like to express the very great ap- 
preciation of the Institute which I represent, and my own thanks 
personally, for the gracious and kind attention which you have given 
to my remarks. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Thank you, Mr. Greene, for your excellent statement. 

Mr. Scudder, are there any questions? 

Mr. Scupper. No questions. 

Mr. Anae.u. Mr. Steed ? 

Mr. Strep. No questions. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present the final witness 
for this project, Mr. Harry H. Saunders, vice president of the St. Joe 
Paper Company, who is also representing the city of Port St. Joe and 
Gulf County. 

Mr. Ancett. We will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Saunders. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY H. SAUNDERS, ASSISTANT VICE PRESI- 
DENT, ST. JOE PAPER CO. 


Mr. Saunvers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. My 
name is Harry Saunders. I am assistant vice president of the St. Joe 
Paper Co. 





290 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


I would like to say that the mayor of St. Joe and the city com- 
missioners have asked me to express to you their deep concern in this 
project, as have also the county commissioners of Gulf County. 

I would like to ask, if I may be permitted, one question of Mr. 
Greene. 

Mr. AnceLL. Yes. 

Mr. Saunpers. The statement you made did not reflect or concern 
the Standard Oil Co.’s handling of bunker C fuel oil at the port of 
St. Joe ? 

Mr. Greene. No. I was not addressing myself specifically to the 
handling by Standard Oil Co. of bunker C fuel oil. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. 

Mr. Saunvers. Since the enginers’ report was made in 1949 there 
have been certain changes insofar as the St. Joe Paper Co. itself is 
concerned which we feel should be brought up to date. I have given 
you a prepared statement and I just want to make some brief comments 
on it. 

Mr. Ancett. You may doso, Mr. Saunders. 

Mr. Saunpers. The first point is on the tonnage shown as the pros- 
pective annual coastwise and foreign tonnage of the St. Joe Paper Co. 
On the fuel oil we show the actual number of tons we are under con- 
tract to Standard Oil Co. for on a standard annual basis. 

On the tonnage of salt cake shown that is the actual contract figures. 

On the fuel oil which we terminal for Standard Oil Co. and which 
is Shipped out by them by truck and rail the figures shown there were 
given to me by the assistant to the president, Mr. W. C. Smith of 
the Standard Oil Co. 

The figures I have given you on packaged tonnage by the Sinclair 
Refining Co. were furnished by Mr. Pascal, district manager for traf- 
fic and distribution of that « company. 

I would like to say that the exhibit I have given you shows that 
on the bunker C fuel oil that Standard Oil is “delivering to a good 
many places in Florida, including the Eglin Air Force B: use, and 
also furnished the United States district engineers at Mobile for 
equipment at times when they are operating in this area. 

While this project does not provide for any participation mone 
wise by local interests, I do want to say and call your attention to the 
statement I submitted here that it is going to be necessary for us, 
the St. Joe Paper Co., to renew our now existing sheet steel piling 
bulkhead 60 feet in length with 70-foot piling in order to permit these 
tankers of greater depth and draft to come up and discharge their 
cargo. This will be dle at an estimated cost of $450,000 to the St. 
Joe Paper Co. 

I also call your attention to House Document 595 of the 81st Con- 
gress, wherein there were made certain statements with reference to 
the St. Joe Paper Co. because of the statements we gave the en- 
gineers. I want to make some corrections in those because we stated 
that we proposed to double the capacity and install a modern box 
plant and creosoting plant. 

The plans for the creosoting plant have been abandoned necessar- 
ily. The box plant has been ‘constructed and has been in operation 
for over a year. The capacity of the mill has been doubled and when 
our expansion and modernization program now in progress wil be 
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completed in May we will have tripled our production as compared 
to what it was in 1949, at the time our original statement was made. 

This expansion program is being made at a cost of $30,000,000, 
which is private enterprise money in its entirety. 

At the time the district engineer’s report was made we at St. Joe 
had only storage capacity for 115,000 barrels of bunker C fuel oil. 
This has been increased now to the point where we have 275,000 bar- 
rels of storage capacity. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that about covers the thing. They are just 
some facts I wanted to bring to your attention and I feel if they are 
given consideration the benefit factor quoted by the Colonel may 
show some improvement. 

Mr. Ance.i. Those statements may be incorporated at this point in 
the record, without objection. 

(The information submitted by Mr. Saunders is as follows :) 


Joe PAPER Co., 
Port St. Joe, Fla., February 10, 1954. 
Reference: House Document 595 
PUBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The report of the Corps of Engineers, office of the district 
engineer, mobile district, contained in House Document 595 is dated July 15, 
1949. Since that date there have been changes which we feel should be called 
to your attention, and we therefore would like to present the attached testi- 
mony giving revised and additiona) information on the project in question. 

Yours very truly, 
St. Joe PaPer Co., 
Harry H. SAUNDERS, 
Assistant Vice President. 
Reference : House Document No. 595 

Revised and additional information due to changed conditions since report of 
Corps of Engineers was issued July 15, 1949. 

-age 17 of House Document 595 shows “Table 5—Prospective annual coast- 
wise and foreign tonnage of the St. Joe Paper Co.” The following revised table 
should be substituted as the prospective annual coastwise and foreign tonnage 
for the St. Joe Paper Co. : 


Prospective annual coastwise and foreign tonnage of the St. Joe Paper Co. 


Commodities Origin Destination Short tons 
Inbound r . 
Fuel oil | Texas ports Port St. Joe 171, 150 
Do veo lo do 2 31, 000 
Salt cake | Foreign do 13, 750 
Total ied : 215, 900 
| 
Outbound 
Pulpboard | Port St. Joe Coast wise 18, 000 
Do do Foreign 9, 000 
Pulp : do do 20, 000 
| - 
Total aie “ 47, 000 
Total inbound and outbound ‘ ‘ 262, 900 


! For use at St. Joe Mill. , ® 
2 Shipped out by rail and truck, under terminaling agreement with Standard Oil Co., Kentucky. 
. 


In addition to the above mentioned tonnage, and other specified tonnage shown 
in House Document 595, we are advised by the Sinclair Refining Co. that they 
expect to ship 8,100 tons of packaged goods annually through Port St. Joe. 
54 1 20 
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These shipments will originate at points in Texas and handled to Port St. Joe 
by tankers. It will then be distributed to various points in Florida, Georgia, and 
Alabama by rail and truck. 

On page 20, paragraph 52, of House Document 595, it should be noted that the 
reasons the additional depth is desired is to permit utilization of larger tankers 
in transporting petroleum products from Texas and Louisiana ports to supply the 
Southeastern Pipeline termnal at Port St. Joe. This should be amended to show 
that the same need exists to permit the utiliztion of larger tankers in transport- 
ing bunker C fuel oil to supply the St. Joe Paper Co. at Port St. Joe, Fla., and the 
Standard Oil terminal for reshipment by rail and truck to various points in 
Florida and Georgia. 

The Standard Oil Co. of Kentucky advises that current tankers for delivery of 
bunker C fuel oil are approximately 26,800 ton vessels requiring 34 feet of wa- 
ter and if this type vessel could get into Port St. Joe, the freight saving would be 
3 to 5 cents per barrel. 

Under our terminaling agreement with the Standard Oil Co. of Kentucky, they 
are now delivering fuel oil by rail and truck to points in northern Florida and 
southern Georgia, as Tallahassee, Fla., Quincy, Fla., Chattahootchee, Fla., Mari- 
ana, Fla., Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., Apalachicola, Fla., Panama City, Fla., 
DeFuniak Springs, Fla., Atapulgus, Ga., Albany, Ga., Moultrie, Ga., Thomasville, 
Ga., Cairo, Ga.; United States district engineers, Mobile (for equipment work- 
ing in this area). 

The St. Joe Paper Co. plans, within the next few years, to renew approxi- 
mately 1,200 feet of its present 60-foot Z-type interlocking steel sheet piling 
with 70-foot ZP38-type interlocking steel sheet piling to permit dredging the 
clannel to 35 feet below low water adjacent to the bulkhead. This installa- 
tion is to be made at an estimated cost to the St. Joe Paper Co. of $475,000 and 
will be made to permit T-2 tankers to dock at our terminal for delivery of 
bunker C fuel oil. 

On page 15 of House Document 595 the statement is made that “The St. Joe 
Paper Co. advised that it is proposing to double its capacity and to install a 
modern box plant and creosoting plant.” 

Plans for the creosoting plant have necessarily been abandoned. 

The modern box plant has been constructed and has been in operation ap- 
proximately 1 year. 

The capacity of the mill has been doubled and when our expansion and mod- 
ernization program is completed in May of this year, the capacity will be 
tripled what it was in 1949. This increased capacity represents an investment 
of $30 million. 

At the time the district engineers’ report was made, July 15, 1949, we only had 
storage capacity for 115,000 barrels of fuel oil. This storage capacity has now 
been increased to 275,000 barrels. 

We feel that House Document 595, together with the additional information 
above mentioned, and such other as might be presented, more than justifies the 
recommendation made by the Corps of Engineers. We hope that your commit- 
tee will see fit to approve this project. 

Nore A.—The information contained in this report having reference to the 
Standard Oil Co. was furnished by Mr. W. C. Smith, assistant to the president 
of that company. 

Nore B.—The information contained in this report having reference to the 
Sinclair Refining Co. was furnished by Mr. T. D. Paschal, district manager for 
traffic and distribution of that company. 


Mr. Ancety. We thank you for your excellent statement on the mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Saunpers. Thank you. 

Mr. Anceux. Are there any questions from either side by members 
of the committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Srxes. Again I would like to report the presence of Mr. James 
Golden, the Administrative Assistant of Senator Holland, who is here. 
The Senator will file a statement in support of the project. 

Also I would like to point out that Senator Smathers is filing a state- 
ment on the project. If there are no questions from the committee that 
completes our presentation. 





sa 


“ete ABCA L EMA os. 


Pesto Rv 


cba cel 


} 
j 
; 
j 


















































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 293 


Mr. Anceiti. Thank you, Mr. Sikes. That completes the testimony 
on this project then. 

Mr. Sixes. Thank you. 

Mr. Angeti. Without objection, any statements by Senators Hol- 
land and Smathers may be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Spessarp L. HOLLAND, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to file a statement in 
support of the modification of the existing project at St. Joseph Bay, Fla., as 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers in House Document 595, 81st Congress. 
I think it is important to not note that this project will serve the people of three 
States, and that the tributary area includes no only northwest Florida but also 
extends north to Columbus, Ga., on the Chattahootchee River and Bainbridge, 
Ga., on the Flint. 

Port St. Joe, Fla., one of the principal towns served by this harbor, has a large 
paper mill which uses much of the timber and pulpwood in the southern part of 
the territory. Columbus, Ga., supports many industries such as cotton and tex- 
tile mills, fertilizer plants, meat packing concerns, machinery and sheetmetal 
shops, and manufacturers of stone, clay, wood, and glass products. Other towns 
in the area which will be served by this project have cotton gins, knitting mills, 
peanut-processing plants, canneries, sawmills, planing and veneer mills, turpen- 
tine stills, fertilizer plants, and many other interests. A fuller’s-earth plant at 
Attapulgus, Ga., is the largest of its kind in the world. Agricultural crops such 
as cotton, peanuts, corn, watermellon, peaches, pecans, and sugarcane are of con- 
siderable importance in this area, and the raising of cattle and hogs is increasing. 

Although many of these commodities will ultimately utilize Port St. Joe as an 
interchange port between inland waterway and foreign or coastwise steamers, 
by far the greatest traffic will consist of petroleum products shipped in by tankers 
in the coastwise service. Port St. Joe ranks as one of the leading ports on the 
eastern gulf in that enterprise. 

The proposed plan of improvement presented by House Document 595 pro 
vides for deepening and widening the existing channels from the gulf to the 
wharves at Port St. Joe. The plan provides for an entrance channel from the 
gulf 37 feet deep and 500 feet wide at its outer end, and diminishing in width 
to 400 feet at the first bend, a distance of about 12,000 feet, thence a constant 
width of 400 feet for a distance of about 31,000 feet to the mouth of St. Joseph 
Bay, a north channel 35 feet deep and 300 feet wide from the entrance channel 
to the harbor at Port St. Joe, a distance of about 32,500 feet, and a harbor chan- 
nel 35 feet deep, 250 feet wide, and 2,400 feet long in the turning basin 100 feet 
from and parallel to the wharves. The plan is designed to permit entry and 
navigation of T-—2 class tankers to the unloading docks. T-—2 tankers and simi- 
lar types will be the principal components of the tanker fleet in the near future, 
and require a channel depth of at least 35 feet for safe operation. 

Mr. Chairman, House Document 595 sets out in full on pages 12 and 13 the 
unusually heavy expenditures made by local interests in the past in St. Joseph 
Bay, but I want to emphasize the fact that local interests contributed $20,000 
toward the first phase of the Federal project included in the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of July 25, 1912, and were required by the Rivers and Harbors Act of August 
26, 1937, which modified the original project, to provide terminal facilities ade- 
quate for full utilization of improvements, and furnish, free of cost to the 
United States, suitable spoil-disposal areas for new work and subsequent main- 
tenance. The Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945, provided that in con 
nection with the south channel local interests give assurance that they would 
hold and save the United States free from claims for damages resulting from 
claims for reimbursement of expenditures incurred for the original construc- 
tion work performed by local interests. 

Many thousands of dollars have been spent by local interests on other im- 
provements, such as the Gulf County Canal which connects St. Joseph Bay 
with the Intracoastal Waterway. This canal, which is now part of the Federal 
project for the Intracoastal Waterway, was originally constructed at a cost to 
local interests of $200,000. They have spent many thousands of dollars for 
dredging in this area and terminal and transfer facilities have been built at 
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great expense. Local interests will continue this pattern of cooperation if the 
project before you today is approved. Under the proposed plan they will be 
required to: 

(a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all spoil-disposal areas necessary 
for construction and maintenance of the modified project when and as required ; 

(b) Hold and save the United States free from all damages that may result 
from the improvement or any subsequent maintenance thereof ; 

(c) Furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they 
will provide and maintain adequate depths between the docks and the edge 
of the proposed channel as may be required by shipping. 

The engineers advise me that a recent evaluation of this project show the 
benefit-to-cost ratio of this project to be 1.25 to 1, with an estimated Federal 
first cost to the Corps of Engineers of $1,312,000. In my opinion, this project 
is amply justified in House Document 595, and I urge its approval by this 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR SMATHERS FILED WitH SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND 
HARBORS 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: I appreciate the opportunity afforded me in joining with my 
colleagues of the Florida delegation in support of the Apalachicola Bay, St. Jo- 
seph Bay, Hillsboro Harbor, and Rice Creek projects now under consideration by 
your committee. 

As this committee knows surveys were conducted by the Corps of Engineers on 
each of these proposed projects and such surveys found them to be economically 
justified. As a result, recommendations were made to the Congress for their 
authorization. I find myself wholeheartedly in agreement with such recommen- 
dations which will effect substantial benefits to our economy and national se- 
curity, as well as to provide much needed flood control resulting in reduction of 
damage to farming and grazing lands. Florida and the Nation will benefit from 
the sound economy upon which these projects are predicated. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us in the Congress are familiar with the phrase “pork 
barrel” and its use by misguided persons to oppose undertakings which were 
worthy of public support and against which effective arguments could not be 
raised. 

The entire civil functions program of the Army engineers has been from time 
to time called a “pork barrel” program, when in truth and fact it is anything but 
a spoils program, or a system under which political loot is divided. 

It seems to me that it is time to rewrite political lexicons to eliminate that 
word or phrase and to honestly face the issue of whether or not Federal appro- 
priations are justified to accomplish certain public works. 

It has been used too many times to stampede otherwise sound-thinking citi- 
zens and legislators to oppose public works which are based on principles as 
simple as the old axiom “a stitch in time saves nine.” 

We have been told so many times that it is good to save money regardless of 
any consequences, and that any undertaking to improve and conserve our natural 
resources is a political “pork barrel,” that a costly injustice is being perpetuated 
in our Nation. 

For instance, the Congress last year saw fit to completely eliminate from the 
appropriations bill all support for the central and southern Florida flood-control 
program. This was done on the grounds of economy—to save money. 

The Congress recess was not 2 months old before the same administration, 
hearing reports from Florida (and I personally made some of those reports) 
declared half the State a disaster area because of floods. 

As a result, three separate and distinct disaster aid programs were author- 
ized and the Federal Government began spending money generously to assist our 
farmers, growers, and cattlemen who had suffered serious damage because of 
flood conditions. 

Now, I do not make the claim that a generous appropriation last year would 
have prevented these floods and made programs of assistance unnecessary. 

But I do say that the more quickly we carry the flood-control program to com- 
pletion, the sooner will such programs of aid be unnecessary. 

The budget next year carried about $3% million for this giant project, and we 
need more than twice that amount. 

It seems to me that the Congress must decide whether we should continue 
to pay out millions every year to repair flood damage, to replace washed out 
farms and drowned pastures and cattle, or whether we will once and for all 
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spend the necessary money to complete this system which will prevent both 
floods and droughts. 

In the light of these factors which are so important to our national security, 
to the development of our national resources and the maintenance of sound 
economy, I consider it a signal opportunity to join with my colleagues in sup 
port of these vitally important projects. Sound, sensible and practical economy 
alone dictates that these proposed projects be approved and undertaken at the 
earliest possible moment. 

I feel confident that this committee, with the facts at hand, will also render 
its support. 

Hiiiusporo River, Pua. 


Mr. Anceii. We will proceed to the next project, which is Hillsboro 
River, Fla. 

Is Representative Campbell in the hearing room ¢ 

Mr. CampseE.u, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoetu. The usual procedure is to hear the report of the Corps 
of Engineers first. If it is agreeable to you we will follow that pro- 
cedure. 

Mr. Camppetyn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceit. Colonel Milne, we will be very glad to have you make 
your presentation at this time. 

Colonel Mine. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Hillsboro River 
is contained in House Document No. 567 of the 81st Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, as authorized by the House Rivers and Harbors Committee 
resolution of December 4, 1946. 

The Hillsboro River rises in the west-central part of the State of 
Florida and flows approximately 50 miles in a westerly direction, and 
empties into Tampa Bay. The existing Federal project at Hillsboro 
provides for a channel some 12 feet in depth and 200 feet wide to 
Lafayette Street, then a channel 9 feet in depth to 2,000 feet above 
Columbus Drive; and from that point to Florida Avenue it provides 
for the clearing of the river. 

The lower part of this project, the 12-foot portion of the channel, 
has been completed. The remaining authorized project has not been 
started. In the year 1952 some 369,000 tons of commerce utilized 
the existing waterway. The commerce consisted primarily of shell 
and petroleum products. 

Local interests have indicated a difficulty in navigation due to the 
lack of depth and to the snags in the river. However, those difficulties 
could be largely overcome by the completion of the already author- 
ized Federal project. The original authorization requested that the 
engineers not only consider the river from the viewpoint of navi- 
gation, but also in the interests of flood control. 

We have found that from a navigation viewpoint there is no rec- 
ommendation for improvement to be made to this committee. We 
did however study a number of improvements designed to eliminate 
the flood conditions. 

This is an area that is subjected to rather infrequent severe floods, 
but rather frequent moderate floods. In our study of the area we 
attempted to consider a number of engineering solutions that might 
improve the flood problem., We studied such things as a complete 
diversion of the stream. We also looked into the proposition of con- 
structing reservoirs both above and below the city waterworks dam. 
However, none of these solutions appeared economically justified. 
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However, the Chief of Engineers does feel that in the interest of 
flood control the river above Florida Avenue and extending to the city 
waterworks should be cleared of the snags and debris presently in it. 
He feels that the benefits which accrue make this particular improve- 
ment economically justified. Accordingly he recommends that the 
Federal Government improve the Hillsboro River above the Florida 
Avenue intersection by snagging and clearing. 

Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of Florida 
and they indicated their concurrence. Likewise, the Bureau of the 
Budget indicated they have no objection to the submission of this 
report to the Congress. 

Mr. Anoeii. Colonel Milne, should this more properly be considered 
then as a flood-control project rather than a river and harbor project ? 

Colonel Mitne. The report is authorized, Mr. Chairman, as a result 
of a review resolution by the Rivers and Harbors Committee. 

Based on the project document, we have estimated the cost of this 
improvement to be $14,400. Those costs revised to the summer of 1953 
show a Federal cost of $16,560. The annual charges, based on that 
revised cost are $1,125. The annual benefits, again based on the revised 
costs, are $2,730. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 2.43 to 1. 

Local cooperation requires the furnishing of all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas; make at their expense all 
alterations to structures and utilities; and hold and save the United 
States free from damages and maintain a clear channel after com- 
pletion. 

Mr. Ancexi. Are there any additional maintenance charges? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir, because this particular area would be cleared 
of the snags and debris and turned over to the local interests for their 
responsibility to maintain. 

Mr. Aneceii. And no Federal contribution or money ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Aneeti. Mr. Scudder, do you have any questions of Colonel 
Milne? 

Mr. Scupprr. Colonel, what did you say was the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Minne. 2.438 to 1. 

Mr. Scupper. What formula do you use to establish these benefits ? 

Colonel Miine. This benefit, Mr. Scudder, is based entirely on the 
reduction in flood damages. This particular stretch of the river is 
badly clogged. As a result during periods of high rains the water 
draining into the Hillsboro River tends to back up and flood the sur- 
rounding area. With the clearing of the snags and debris the channel 
would have much better flow characteristics. The water could get to 
the bay quicker. The improvement would reduce the flood stages. 

This recommendation we are making, Mr. Scudder, is of course in 
conjunction with the already authorized Federal project, which was 
in the interests of both navigation and flood control. 

Mr. Scupper. Then the benefits would really be going to the les- 
sening of the flood hazard ? 

Colonel Mitne. For the project we are discussing today they would 
be entirely due to flood control. 

Mr. Ancor. Has the channel already been cleared from that point 
on out in the bay ? 
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Colonel Mitne. The improved Federal project has been only 
dredged from the bay to Lafayette Street. The remainder of the 
authorized project has not been undertaken. 

Mr. Anceiu. No work was done on that at all ? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Has it been cleared ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. No,sir. It has not. 

Mr. Anceii. How large a stream is it? 

Colonel Minne. It extends for a total of 50 miles. 

Mr. Ance.u. Is there any commercial shipping on it ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. Over 300,000 tons in the year 1952. 

Mr. Ancetu. I mean proceeding on up? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. The city waterworks dam above Florida 
Avenue would preclude navigation beyond that point. 

Mr. Scupper. Is there navigation above the point indicated in 
black ? 

Colonel Mitner. There could be some. My understanding is that 
the great portion of the existing navigation is contained in the 12- 
foot channel. 

Mr. Scupper. Will this authorization clear the stream from that 
point to the waterworks dam ? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. The recommendations, under discussion 
this morning, are confined to the reach above Florida Avenue. 

Mr. Scupper. You have authorization for this other project ? 

Colonel Miine. This has already been authorized. We are recom 
mending in the interests of flood control the channel clearing be ex 
tended from Florida Avenue to the city waterworks dam. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel Milne. 

Are there any further questions of the Colonel ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Congressman Campbell, we will be glad to hear from 
you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. COURTNEY W. CAMPBELL, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Campseiit. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to make my remarks very brief. Before that I would like to call 
your attention to a few vital points. 

Mr. Ancexti. Your statement will be received and incorporated in 
the record. 

Mr. Camesett. Thank you. 

(The prepared statement of Representative Campbell is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF COURTNEY CAMPBELL, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE F'rrst District oF 
F'Lor1pA, BEFORE THE House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS, FEBRUARY 11, 1954 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appear on behalf of the Hills- 
boro River, Fla., project for flood control and navigation, House Document No. 
567. You are of course familiar with the justification and recommendations of 
the Army engineers on this project. Actually, there is very little that I can add 
other than to convey to you the strong feeling of myself and my constituents for 
your approval of this project. > 

The Hillsboro River flows through the heart of the city of Tampa. Tampa is 
the commercial center for a tributary area having a population of approximately 
1 million people. The Tampa Bay area is a very rapidly growing area, and as 
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the area grows the full utilization of the Hillsboro River becomes more necessary. 
It is my understanding that if this project is approved, it will become a part 
of the overall Tampa Harbor project, already authorized. Your approval of the 


Hillsboro River project will contribute substantially to the growth and progress 
of the entire Tampa Bay area. 


If there is any further information which I can give the committee, I shall be 
glad to do so. 

Mr. Campsety. The port of Tampa is Florida’s largest port. In 
1952 the report of the United States Army Engineers showed there 
were 7,422,625 tons of incoming and outgoing tonnage from the port 
of Tampa. 

The Hillsboro River flows right through the heart and center of 
the City of Tampa. It is very vital to us living down there from the 
standpoint of economy, sanitation and health because of the flood 
conditions in that area. I have with me today Mr. Ingram, chair- 
man of our county port authority. He has some pictures on these 
conditions and since they say 1 picture is worth 10,000 words I will 
let Mr. Ingram make his statement to you. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Ingram, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF J. M. INGRAM, CHAIRMAN OF THE TAMPA PORT 
AUTHORITY, TAMPA, FLA. 


Mr. Incram. My name is J. M. Ingram, chairman of the Tampa 
Port Authority. Iam here in behalf of the port authority. 

I have a letter here from our engineers to myself which I would 
like to read to the committee regarding this project between Florida 
Avenue and the dam, which goes through the Silver Springs district, 
which is in the northern part of Tampa. It is dated February 9, 
1954, and reads as follows: 


With reference to the proposed modification to plan D, paragraphs 69 and 70, 
page 38, House Document No. 567. 

This modification consists of removing snags, wrecks, pilings, and similar 
obstructions from the reach of the Hillsboro River between the upstream end 
of the existing project to the Florida Avenue Bridge and the city waterworks 
dam for flood-control purposes. 

Attention is called to page 3, paragraph 6, of this document in which, “Local 
interests request deepening to 3 feet of the natural channel from Florida Avenue 
Bridge to the dam in addition to the removal of all obstructions in this reach.” 

It is recommended that the above modification include this deepening of the 
channel so as to alleviate flooding of homes and property along this section 
of the river, all as indicated on the photographs included herewith. 


At this time I have quite a few photographs which I would like 
to present. 

Mr. Anceu. They may be presented for the purposes of the record. 

Mr. Incram. It continues as follows: 


Investigation will show that this part of the city is building up rapidly, both 
residentially and commercially, therefore damage from flooding will now be 
more costly than indicated on pages 21 and 22 of the document as $35,000, which 
was about 8 years ago. This damage from flooding could now well be double 
that amount for the same size flood. 

While the clearing of this river section by snagging will be of material benefit 
the deepening of the reach to at least 3 feet at the shoals is definitely required 
and should be done together with the snagging operation as it could no doubt 
be done much cheaper in this manner. 


I would like to say right here that there are quite a few places in 
the reach between Florida Avenue and the dam which are only about 
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3 inches deep at low tide, and you can hardly get a rowboat over them. 
Taking out the logs and snags we do not think will correct the flood- 
ing of these homes 1 up and down the river 

Mr. Anceii. Are you in favor of the project or opposed to it ? 

Mr. Incram. We are in favor of the flood control but we would like 
to see the river dredged down to a depth of 3 feet deeper on these 
bars while they are taking the snags out. We do not feel that will 
control the floods by just taking the snags out. 

At the same time we ask if it is possible to grant enough money 
to deepen the river and channel 3 feet, which would take away the 
water and which I think would control.the floods better. 

Mr. Anceiy. Does that complete your statement ? 


Mr. Incram. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceix. Are there any questions of Mr. Ingram by any member 
of the committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not we thank you, sir, for your statement. The 
pictures will be received and the committee will have access to them. 
\lso the statement which you were reading, without objection, may 
be made a part of the rec ord at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
PRIcKSON ENGINEERING Co., 
February 9, 1954. 
HILLssporovuenH CoUuNry Porr AUTHORITY, 
Tampa, Fla. 
Attention: Mr. J. M. Ingram, Chairman. 

GENTLEMEN: With reference to the proposed modification to plan D, para- 
graphs 69 and 70, page 38, House Document 567, this modification consists of 
removing snags, wrecks, piling, and similar obstructions from the reach of 
the Hillsborough River between the upstream end of the existing project to the 
Florida Avenue Bridge and the city waterworks dam for flood-control purposes. 

Attention is called to page 3, paragraph 6, of this document in which “local 
interests request deepening to 3 feet of the natural channel from Florida 
Avenue Bridge to the dam in addition to the removal of all obstructions in this 
reach.” 

It is recommended that the above modification include this deepening of 
the channel so as to alleviate flooding of homes and property along this section 
of the river, all as indicated on the photographs included herewith. Investiga- 
tion will show that this part of the city is building up rapidly, both residentially 
and commercially; therefore, damage from flooding will now be more costly 
than indicated on pages 21 and 22 of the document as $35,000, which was about 
8 years ago. This damage from flooding could now well be doubled that amount 
for the same size flood. 

While the clearing of this river section by snagging will be of material bene- 
fit, the deepening of the reach to at least 3 feet at the shoals is definitely required 
and should be done together with the snagging operation, as it could no doubt 
be done much cheaper in this manner. 

The cost of deepening the present river channel to 3 feet from Florida 
Avenue Bridge to the dam as required at the shoal areas would have to be 
determined by survey to ascertain the yardage to be removed. 

Yours very truly, 
ERICKSON ENGINEERING Co., 

OLE P. Erickson, Consulting Engineer, Hillsborough County Port Authority. 


Mr. Campsect. I would like for you gentlemen to take a look at 


these pictures. 
Mr. Anceii. Thank you, sit. Are there any further witnesses on 
this project ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I want to state very briefly that I have 
familiarized myself with this project. I believe it is a justifiable proj- 
ect. I recommend it in its entirety, and I want to add this, Mr. 
Chairman. I have known Courtney Campbell for a long time. He 
is an industrialist and businessman and a very successful one. He does 
not believe in spending money unless he can see that there will be bene- 
ficial returns from it. I know he feels the same way about the Gov- 
ernment’s money, and he would not be here recommending this proj- 
ect if he did not believe it a proper and a justifiable project. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anoexn. Thank you. If there are no further witnesses, that 
completes the testimony on this project. 

Mr. Campseti. I know that Senator Holland would like permis- 
sion to insert a statement in the record on this project. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, that statement may be incor- 
porated in the record at this point. 

(The statement of Senator Holland is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SpESSARD L. HOLLAND, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to file a statement in support of 
the modification of the Hillsborough River in Florida, as recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers in House Document 567, 81st Congress. 

This modification is necessary in order to decrease flood danger in that area 
between the Florida Avenue Bridge and the city waterworks dam in the city 
of Tampa, Fla. This section of Tampa is subject to infrequent major floods 
which severely damage this highly urban area and cause destruction of roads, 
bridges, and other improvements. The most damaging flood in recent years oc- 
curred in 19383 when a dam, formerly located at the site of the waterworks dam, 
failed. The total loss at that time due to the flood was $344,500, of which 
$129,000 was for the loss of the dam. The city of Tampa has grown to such 
an extent in recent years that a flood of that magnitude in that area at this time 
would cause much greater damage. 

The proposed modification provides for the removal of snags, wrecks, piling, 
and similar obstructions from the reach of the Hillsborough River between the 
Florida Avenue Bridge and the city waterworks dam at an estimated first cost 
to the Federal Government of $16,560, with no additional allowance for annual 
maintenance costs in addition to that now authorized. Under this plan, local 
interests would be required to give assurances that they would— 

(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way necessary for the construction of the project : 

(b) Provide at their own expense all necessary alterations to structures and 
utilities : 

(c) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construc- 
tion works: and 

(dq) Maintain the cleared channel after completion in accordance with regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Chairman, the benefit-to-cost ratio on this project is 2.48 to 1, and in my 
opinion it is clearly justified by House Document 567. I hope the committee will 
give it favorable consideration. 


Rice Creek, Pornam Country, Fa. 


Mr. Ancett. We will proceed to the next project which is Rice 
Creek in Putnam County, Fla. Colonel Milne, the committee will be 
glad to hear you. 
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Colonel Mirnz. Mr. Chairman, the project on Rice Creek, Putnam 
County, Fla., is covered in House Document No. 446 of the 82d Con- 
gress, 2d session, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 
24, 1946. 

Rice Creek is a small stream of water rising in the east and north 
part of the State of Florida. It flows into the St. Johns River near the 
city of Palatka, below Jacksonville, Fla. 

The area it drains is predominantly agricultural. A large paper 
mill is now operating in the area of Rice Creek. There is no Federal] 
project at Rice Creek at the present time. 

In the year 1952 some 26,000 tons of commerce utilized the creek. Lt 
was predominantly petroleum destined for the Hudson Pulp & Pape 
Corp 

The controlling depth in Rice Creek at the mouth is a little over 6 
feet. The lack of adequate depth has created a great deal of difficulty 
to commerce that desires to utilize Rice Creek. Accordingly, local in 
terests have requested that consideration be give n to the deepening of 
the creek to make it suitable for barge traffic. 

The Chief of Engineers investigated the area thoroughly and has 
come to the conclusion that the provision of a channel 12 feet in depth 
and 100 feet in width from the like depth in the St. Johns River, and 
then tapering down to 75 feet in width, and carrying on for some 314 
miles up Rice Creek to the vic init y of the Hudson P ulp & P aper C orp., 
is economically justified. 

In addition he also recommends that a certain amount of easing of 
the bends be ¢ accomplishe “l to facilitate the movement of commerce. 

"Those recommendations have been referred to the State of Florida 
and that State indicated its concurrence. 

Likewise they have been referred to the Bureau of the Budget, and 

L would like to read from the Bureau of the Budget’s letter. Iam now 
quoting from a letter of the Bureau of the Budget dated February 19, 
1952. . 
The report also indicates that several letters have been received from the Fish 
and Wildlife Service advising that gross pollution from the pulp and paper 
plant has resulted in deterioration of fishery habitat and threatens fishery re- 
sources of the St. Johns River. In its letter dated August 19, 1948, this agency 
states 

“We are opposed in principle to the expenditure of Federal funds on a project 
that would benefit an industry which, in turn, is destroying natural resources 
through its operations. There is reasonable evidence in this case that remedial 
measures, as recommended in the report of the Florida State Board of Health, 
would at least alleviate the effects of pollution from the pulp and paper mill in 
question. We, therefore, recommend that if possible the development of Rice 
Creek navigation if approved by your agency be made contingent upon adoption 
by the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. of the recommendations of the Florida State 
Board of Health as a local contribution to the project.” 

No requirement concerning the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp.’s cooperation in 
the adoption of remedial measures to alleviate pollution has been included in the 
local contributions recommended. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers recognizes the fact that the major part 
of the estimated benefits would accrue to a single corporation but states that 
these benefits would have somewhat “of a general aspect based on the assump- 
tion that any savings in transportation costs would be distributed to the con- 
sumers of the products through lower selling prices.” There is little assurance, 
however, that the benefits woufd be passed on to the public in the manner as- 
sumed. As stated in our letters October 20, 1944, and December 2, 1948, on Agate 
Bay Harbor, Minn., and Detroit River, Mich., respectively, the President has 
questioned seriously the policy of Federal improvement of waterways when the 
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benefits accrue to a single organization. While the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. 
will be required to contribute 50 percent of the cost of constructing the channel, 
it will not be required to make any contribution toward the maintenance of the 


main channel nor to cooperate in the provision of remedial measures designed to 
alleviate pollution. 


In consideration of the above comments, I am authorized by the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget to advise you that, while there would be no objection 
to the submission of the report to Congress, on the basis of the information now 
available to us, authorization of the proposed improvements to Rice Creek would 
not be in accord with the program of the President. 

The cost as recommended in the original House document shows a 
Federal cost of $68,150 and a non-Federal cash contribution of a like 
amount, and the furnishing of certain lands and rights-of-way valued 
at $1,050, for a grand total of $137,350. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $82,200 
and a like contribution from local interests and a cost of land and 
rights-of-way, also non-Federal, of $1,400, for a grand total of 
$168,200. 

The annual charges based on the revised costs are $7,000 of which 
approximately $760 represent an annual maintenance dredging 
charge. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised cost is 10.2 to 1. 

I would like to point out to the committee that those’ benefits as 
originally estimated in the House document were 3.58 to1. Asa result 
of a large expansion of the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. we now esti- 
mate transportation savings will produce a benefit-cost ratio of 10.2 
to 1. 

The existing Rice Creek, with its controlling depth of just a litgéle 
over 6 feet is not at all conducive to the generation of any appreciable 
amount of commerce. That commerce which is presently moving on 
the waterway is entirely petroleum products, and represents only a 
small fraction of the actual petroleum that is required by the corpora- 
tion. If the channel were improved in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers we estimate that there would 
be a very substantial movement of two commodities, petroleum and 
pulpwood. 

The savings on those two commodities is estimated at approximately 
39 cents a ton on the pulpwood and about 21 cents a ton on the petro- 
leum products. On the basis of the potential commerce that we esti- 
mate will move on the waterway we believe that the project is 
economically justified. 

Mr. Ancety. Colonel Milne, you say that the benefit-cost ratio is 
10.2to1. What portion of that is attributable to the private industry 
operating there ? 

Colonel Mitne. The commerce that would move on this waterway 
as near as we have been able to determine and estimate is all destined 
for the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. 

Mr. Ancetu. So that practically all of that benefit would accrue to 
the private industry ? 

Colonel Mine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions on my left ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoety. On my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anger. Thank you, Colonel. Congressman Matthews, the 
committee will be very glad to hear from you at this point. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA—Resumed 


Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want 
to thank you for this privilege of appearing before you this morning. 
Here at the outset I would like to say, as my other colleagues from 
Florida have, that Mr. James Golden, who is the legislative assistant 
of our senior Senator, Senator Holland, is here and I would like per 
mission at this point in the record to insert a statement by Senator 
Holland which will be brought to the commitee in a day or two. 

Mr. AnGeLL. Without objection that permission will be granted. 

(The statement of Senator Holland is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, UNITED Srates SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF FLORIDA, S2p CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to file a statement for the 
record in support of the Rice Creek project in Florida, as recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers in House Document 446, 82d Congress. 

Rice Creek is a small creek in Putnam County, Fla., about 10 miles long which 
flows through low, swampy, and deeply forested lands and discharges into St. 
Johns River at a point about 3.5 miles north of Palatka, Fla. It is approxi- 
mately 200 feet wide from the St. Johns River for a distance of about 2.2 miles 
and then narrows to approximately 80 feet in width. Channel depths in the 
navigable portion of the stream range from 10’ to 40’ with the controlling depth 
across the bar at the mouth 6.6 feet. The creek is crooked and after it narrows 
to a width of 80 feet, it is partially obstructed by logs, overhanging trees and 
other debris. Branching off at a point 2.6 miles from the mouth of the creek is 
an access channel 10 feet deep, 90 feet wide and 1,400 feet long, excavated by 
the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp., which leads to a turning basin of like depth 
adjacent to the paper mill. The Hudson & Paper Corp. has provided 300 feet 
of marginal berthing space at their turning basin which is open to all on equal 
terms. 

It is true, as brought out in the report, that a major part of the benefits from 
this project would accrue to a single corporation, but it is likewise true that some 
of the benefits will have a general aspect due to the fact that more economical 
operation of the paper mill will permit the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. to reduce 
prices in a highly competitive market. It will alo permit the purchase of pulp- 
wood from areas presently economically inaccessible which would benefit the 
general public through increasing utilization of natural resources. However, 
it is solely for the reason that one corporation will receive a major portion of 
the benefits that that corporation will be required to pay one-half the cost of 
construction and make other commitments to the United States 

The recommended project would improye Rice Creek, Fla., by providing a 
channel 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide from Beacon No. 64 in the St. Johns River 
to the mouth of Rice Creek, and thence 75 feet wide to the access channel of 
the Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. except through the railroad and highway bridges, 
including a cutoff and suitable straightening, widenng, and snagging with such 
modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be 
advisable. The estimated cost to the United States will be $84,600 for construc- 
tion. The cash contribution on the part of local interests of approximately 50 
percent of the construction cost of the channel is estimated at $83,600, plus the 
furnishing, without cost to the United States, of all lands, easements, rights-of- 
Way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas necessary for initial construction. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio is 10.2 to 1. 

This project has been recommended by representatives of the Putnam County 
Chamber of Commerce, the town of Palatka, and many others because of the 
vital importance of this corporation to the economy of that section of Florida. 
It is my understanding that this corporation is Putnam County's largest indus- 
try and employs about 1,400 people with a payroll, including woods operations, 
of approximately $7,500,000 anmually. I have been advised that a multiwall bag 
section is being added to the mill at a cost of $150,000 which will require the em- 
ployment of an additional 200 people to operate. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in accord with the recommendation of the engineers and 
I hope that the committee will favorably report this project. 
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Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, my interest comes from the interest 
of the people in Putnam County and the people in the adjoining area 
who expressed to me their conviction that this project would mean 
a lot to their county and to the people of the counties adjoining Put- 
nam County in which we find Rice Creek. 

I would like to read a portion of a letter I received from the mayor 
of the city of Palatka, Mr. James H. Millikan, Jr. He says: 

| would appreciate it if you would do everything you can to see that this 
important piece of legislation is carried out. The people of this area would 
be very happy if this industry could be assisted and the navigation improved 
as they have suggested. 

Then I have portions of a letter I would like to read from Mr. 
Bush, manager of the Putnam County Chamber of Commerce, in 
which he says: 

The improvement is highly desirable and very necessary to improve Hudson 
Corp. operations—and I would like to emphasize this—for the general benefit 
of the community. As you very likely know, the Hudson Corp. is Putnam 
County’s largest industry. It employs about 1,500 people and has a payroll 
including woods operations of upwards of $7% million annually. The corpo- 
ration is now building a $150,000 addition to the multiwall bag sack, and when 
completed will employ 200 more people. We feel quite sure you will assist the 
Hudson Corp., our city and county in getting this much needed waterway im- 
provement at Rice Creek. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that this great corpora- 
tion is actually the lifeblood of Putnam County, which is one of the 
15 counties in my district. I have the high honor of representing 
in Florida the Eighth District, which you might call the pine-tree 
district of Florida. I know some of you are familiar with the devel- 
opment of the pine-tree industry. Four of the eight paper mills in 
Florida are located in my Eighth Congressional District. 

Along Rice Creek we find many little private owners of timber- 
lands who I am sure will take advantage of the improved navigation 
possibilities if they are effected, to ship some of their pulp wood into 
the Hudson Corp.’s mill at Palatka. 

I sincerely believe because of those facts that this improvement is 
not only an improvement to help one corporation but it is an improve- 
ment to help all of the people of Putnam County and the adjoining 

area. ; 

I listened with some interest to the comment about water pollution, 
and let me say frankly that I am concerned with that. I would lke 
to include how a statement prepared by the Hudson Pulp & nae 
Corp. which I believe proved they are concerned about water pollu- 
tion and have done something about it. 

The statement referred to is as follows.) 

Hupson PuLp & PAPER CorpP., 
Vew York 22, N. Y., February 12, 1954. 
STREAM POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

We have made a comparison of the conditions prevailing during the month 
of September 1953 with the same month the year before and I find that there 
has been a great improvement. The amount of fiber being discharged in the 
waste effluent has been reduced 78 percent and the amount of chemicals 22.9 
percent. s ‘ 

The amount of reduction in fiber loss has been accomplished mainly by using 
a more nearly closed system on the paper machine. The installation and use of 
flat sereens on the screen reject and a very close watch for careless waste or 
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The reduction in chemical loss has been accomplished by the installation of 
lines and pumps eliminating any overflow from the various liquor and soap 
storage tanks and more efficient housekeeping. It has also been helped some 
by the more nearly closed system on the paper machine. 

This reduction of fiber and chemicals in the mill effluent has materially low 
ered the B. O. D. load being put into Rice Creek. Due to the small flow of 
water in Rice Creek this reduction has not affected conditions in the creek itself 
as far down as the highway bridge. 

Our weekly creek and river surveys show however a slight improvement 
n conditions at the mouth of Rice Creek and in the river adjacent thereto. At 
no time have we found the dissolved oxygen content of the river water at any of 
our test stations to be below that necessary to support marine or aquatic life 

It is interesting to note that the condition of the river at our testing station 
is better now than it was in 1949 in spite of the fact that the production of the 
mill has been doubled. 

We are members of the National Council for Stream Improvement. 

We are listing below and assigning monetary value as follows: 

1. Sereens rejects system, consisting of a flat screen, Bauer refiner and aux 
iliary equipment, total installed price approximately $44,000. 

2. Fourth State on black liquor washers, No. 1 side, approximate installed 
price $43,000. 

3. New improved soap-collecting system, approximate installed price $20,000 
We have included in this item the new soap-skimming tank, etc. installed with 
the new unit. 

4. Partially completed diversion pond, approximately $10,000. 

5. Measurement and control of effluent by department consisting of 4 Parshal 
flumes, 4 sewer samplers and measuring devices, approximate installed price 
$24,000 

6. Sample collecting system for digester samples previously dumped to sewer 
approximate installed price $5,000. 

Hupson Putp & PAPER CorP 
M. D. MALMEND, 
General Trafic Manager. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that is all I would like to say unless the 
committee would like to ask me some questions. I have two gentle- 
men with me I would like to introduce to make brief statements to you 
and to answer any questions you may like to put to them. 

Mr. AnGe.u. I may say to our colleague we are very happy to have 
had you with us and we thank for this very excellent statement. Are 
there any questions of Congressman Matthews? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancor. If not you may present the witnesses you speak of, 
and may I ask that they be as brief as possible. I see it is almost 12 
o'clock and we have another project here in the district of our very 
distinguished colleague from Alabama, Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Marruews. The first witness I would like to present is Mr. 
M. D. Malmend, general traffic manager for the Hudson Pulp & Paper 
Corp. I believe he has a brief statement he would like to make to you. 

Mr. Ancety. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF M. D. MALMEND, GENERAL TRAFFIC MANAGER, 
HUDSON PULP & PAPER CORP. 


Mr. Matmenp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will 
try to be as brief as possible and emphasize how important this proj- 
ect is to the Hudson Paper and Pulp Corp. 

Mr. Ancett. You may file any extension to your remarks you de- 
sire to make in addition to your statement here. 

Mr. Matmenp. I do not have any statement but what I would like 
to do is take some extracts of testimony from the hearing before the 
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Department of the Army Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
at ty ashington on October 24, 1950, which amplifies the very thoughts 
that we would like to be made part of the record here. 

As a matter of fact our executive vice president testified in that 
particular hearing, and I could not very well improve on his state- 
ments. With the permission of the committee I would like to begin. 

First, in Florida we have a total investment of $24 million and a pay- 
roll exceeding $514 million per annum. It represents an investment 
of $17,000 per employee. We now employ at our plants 1,450 persons, 
and it is estimated that for every person directly employed there is a 
person indirectly employed within or in the manufacture related to 
it, or in various services which the plant requires. I will read from 
the testimony and extracts which would more or less bring out our 
points with regard to public use of our dock facilities, and whether 
the benefit accrues only to the corporation. 


To show we could use these facilities and how it would be to the advantage 
of shippers as well, we have purchased thousands of tons of material in the 
form of paper machinery from a firm at Wilmington, Del. They have adequate 
facilities for loading and shipping this material by barge, but no barge is able 
to go at the present time into and through the St. Johns River into Rice Creek 
to the location of our mill. The result has been that we have been, and as I 
said before, are unable to use water facilities for incoming shipments, and we 
have also been unable to use it for outgoing shipments. 

The fact of the matter is a large market for our products is naturally in the 
industrial Northeast where tremendous quantities of both paper and paper bags 
are used. Our principal competitor near us is in the vicinity of Savannah, Ga. 
They do use water transportation, while as a competitor Hudson does not. They 
do have those facilities and have the advantage over us; and their suppliers also 
have the advantage of being able to use this type of transportation. 

There is just one other thing I would like to add. That is, I am convinced be- 
yond any doubt that it is not only to our interest, which it certainly is, but it is 
to the interest of our suppliers to have this type of transportation available. For 
example, we have never used imported salt cake brought in from abroad even 
though the material can be brought into this country at lower prices than the do- 
mestic mills sell it to us. 

One of our suppliers, the General Chemical Co., and they are located on tide- 
water, I believe, in Pennsylvania, will be able to compete with foreign salt cake of 
which we would use over 1,000 tons per month, if water transportation is avail- 
able. 


As a matter of fact, we are using 1,400 tons a month right now. 


So, there is no question in my mind that this is a material advantage to every 
supplier. Naturally it is an advantage to the town of Palatka and all the wood 
handlers there, and all the people who deal with the wood people, and to the 
merchants and business people in town. 

When we got to Palatka it was really a town that was on the way to decay. 
There were no industries there and there was no prospect of any at the mo- 
ment. Since we went to Palatka the population has increased. There have been 
hundreds of homes built. There have been many new stores. The whole town is 
now thriving and prosperous. Deposits in the banks have increased. The town 
is alive and alert. We have benefited not only the town but the entire county. I 
might say I think we have benefited the entire State by a payroll of $7 million a 
year, which will be doubled in the very near future. 


This is prior to the installation of our second unit. 


I think in establishing a plant like this, which is basic to the economy of the 
county, that this country requires, paper, it is essential not only for civilian use 
but essential in all defense purposes. I think there has been some feeling on the 
part of the Government that industry has not expanded enough. Well, here we 
are. We expanded and we are expanding again, and are doing it in our own in- 
terest ; but in the final analysis it is to the interests of the entire country. 

It has modern plants which are needed, asI said, not only for civilian use but 
also for defense use. 
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Now I will continue. 


The paper industry is notoriously competitive as an industry. Naturally if we 
have lower rates used in normal times these are passed on to the consumer and 
it is reflected in the price of sugar if we manufacture sugar bags, or in the 
price of fertilizer, or in the price of flour for which we manufacture bags. It 
just follows that in a competitive industry the lower you can get your costs the 
better. That is the reason why our industry is growing so. Because wood grows 
faster there and it is easier to log in the forests than it is up North, because 
you can log the entire year round. 

It is obvious that the lower costs on our part and these benefits also will spread 
to the consumer. 

To continue again : 

I honestly believe the general public and our suppliers will get as 
much and perhaps more benefit out of this than the paper company 
will. They will be able to compete, as I mentioned before, with for- 
eign goods. They will be able to compete with people closer to the 


mill. 


A man on the waterway 100 miles from us who has wood, now has a very 
dubious market for his wood. With this waterway he will have a definite 
market for the wood. It can be taken to the mill. It is just not economically 
sound for him not to cut wood, and it is not to the best interests of the domestic 
economy that he should not cut that wood. The interests of the country would 
be served by his trading that wood at a profit, just as thousands of other 
farmers do. 

I think this is more or, at least to be conservative, as much in the interests of 
others as it is in the interests of our own company. 

I want to add one point. I think there has been a lot of criticism of Govern- 
ment spending, the point generally being that it is not productive; but I have 
not heard much criticism of the Government engineers particularly, because you 
do actually do things that are constructive and helpful, and do contribute to the 
economy of the country. 

We are now currently doimg business with the Government in the 
form of defense contracts, such as the United States Navy, General 
Services Administration, and the Quartermaster. We are selling 
them sealing paper, wrapping paper, multiroll bags, paper bags and 
sacks, paper napkins, paper towels and toilet paper. The last three 
are manufactured by another mill in Augusta, Maine. 

In connection with the public use or the public gain on this particu 
lar improvement, I might add that we now are very seriously negotiat- 
ing with a very large company to locate right near our premises at 
Palatka and to utilize our two docks we have down there in the event 
the committee approves this particular improvement. So we are mak- 
ing room for new industry. We are inviting new industry down in 
Palatka. 

Now with regard to stream pollution. Necessary steps have been 
taken since the letter from the Fish and Wildlife people which was 
read to you, to take care of the wastes and treat it from the mill so as 
to prevent stream pollution. As a matter of fact, we subscribe to and 
belong to an association, I believe called the Stream Improvement 
Association, or something of that sort. I am not familiar with the 
workings of that particular organization but I do know we subscribe 
to the nonpollution of our streams. 

In closing I would like to say this: Without this improvement and 
without the possibility of shipping by barge, being farther south on 
the southeastern coast than any other new mill, and farther removed 
from our distributing area which is the northeast, we would have to 
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dry up if we were to compete with other mills that do have water trans- 
portation at their disposal such as barge. 

In connection with the rights-of-way, as mentioned by the Army 
Engineers, I would like to read from one of our vice presidents’ letters 
who received information from the Army Engineers. This is from 
his letter to the Honorable Mr. Matthews on February 4: 

The Army Engineers inquired if Hudson was willing to pay its half of the 
estimated cost, which would be around $80,000. Hudson is willing to do this, 
but if in addition it could not negotiate for reasonable price for the necessary 


rights-of-way, Hudson would want the Government to condemn the rights-of-way 
and Hudson would pay the award. 


I have nothing else, gentlemen. Thank you for your kind attention. 

Mr. Aneexi. Thank you for your statement. Are there any ques- 
tions from members of the committee? If not we thank you very much 
for your statement. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, our next witness told me just before 
the hearing that he was very much interested in this development 
because he owns a barge line. This development would give added 
impetus to interstate commerce. Because this gentleman, Mr. C. G. 
Willis, Jr., of Norfolk, is vice president of C. G. Willis, Inc., Barge 
Lines and expressed great personal interest in this project, I would 
like for him to say a few words. 

Mr. Marruews. I would also like to submit for your consideration 
excerpts of a report of testimony and statements presented at the 
hearings on Rice Creek, Putnam County, Fla., held on October 25, 
1950, before the Department of the Army, Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C. This material is very im- 
portant and pertinent to the Rice Creek project, and I should be 
grateful if the committee would give it their sympathetic considera- 
tion. 

(The excerpts referred to are as follows:) 


EXxcerPrs oF REPORT OF TESTIMONY AND STATEMENTS PRESENTED AT THE HEARING 
on Rice CREEK, PUTNAM CouNTY, FLA., on OcTosnerR 24, 1950, BEFORE THE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


General Bragpon. I think we should proceed and hear the rest of the people 
who want to speak, too. Who next did you wish to call on? 

Mr. Reinsrine. Mr. H. Dubbin. 

Mr. Dusnsin. I am vice president of American Coastal Lines, and we operate 
out of Jacksonville. We run a barge service from Maine to Louisiana but 
have concentrated on Jacksonville to New York areas. We have done some 
service for Hudson Pulp & Paper Co. We have moved one barge in there on 
a test operation and we got it in there and had a devil of a time to get it out. 
And it was about a 185-foot barge by 28 foot. That was the maximum that 
could go through the bridge. At the turning point we got jammed in and 
then at the interior as we went up the creek we got caught one time. I have 
discussed this operation into Palatka with other people, other than Hudson Pulp 
& Paper Co. There isn’t any terminal docks of any kind other than at Sanford, 
which are very inefficient, to receive any inbound or outbound tonnage to speak 
of. The Engineer Corps built that St. Johns River depth of 12 feet up to San- 
ford for the purpose of handling commercial traffic. The oil boats are going 
up there now but no commercial boats and I have discussed the idea with the 
Hudson Pulp & Paper people, that if this channel was dug to where we could 
get our barges in, that we are now operating, we could possibly develop in- 
and outbound tonnage to central Florida. In other words, the tin people may 
be interested in shipping their tin products down from Baltimore and Sparrows 
Point into that area by water. The citrus people may be interested in shipping 
out their canned products by water if there was a good terminal facility. 
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Hudson told me that until commercial terminals could be built we could use 
their docks; also the attraction of their 3,000 tons outbound a month and 
approximately a thousand tons inbound would give us a good operating basis 
to work out of that area. I am sure that the woodpulp and the woodpulp 
farmers would be glad to have barge service in there and even out. In other 
words, to get their wood out. What Hudson couldn’t consume they could ship to 
other markets. There is Jacksonville and Savannah and Fernandina that could 
receive this woodpulp and maybe farther north if the competition was developed 
where the barge rate would be to their advantage. One thing about barge 
service is that the rate and cost per ton to handle it is very economical and 
you can move a barge with a great deal of tonnage for a lot less than you 
can move a truck or a railroad car and I think that it would be an opening for 
other industries to come in there. Maybe the lumber industry. There is a lot 
of timber in that area. I don’t see why they can’t ship lumber out of there 
if they had facilities to do it with. We have been asked by a dozen different 
companies up east if we couldn’t find them some pine lumber for even national 
defense uses. They can’t get any because the cost of moving it all the way 
from Florida by rail is becoming prohibitive and they can’t meet northern 
competition from the stuff either coming from Canada or northern Maine; 
and that is only seasonal because in the wintertime I understand that they 
don’t log at all up east and I would like to see it developed because it would 
be to our barging operations’ advantage. It would give us the service that the 
St. Johns River was built for, that deepening of the gateways. At the present 
time we are not getting any advantages nor are the people on the waterway 
getting any advantage of all that money that has been spent. 

General Bragpon. You mean it needs feeder routes? 

Mr. Dussrn. That is right. It needs something to get to get to where the 
market is. In other words, you built the channel but that’s the end of it and we 
are not servicing anybody, and here’s a company that has 4,000 tons a months 
of basic goods to start with. Other companies would have the same tonnages 
possibly developing there, and we operate on the Intracoastal Waterway which 
the engineers have spent a lot of time and effort to develop. We are moving 
thousands of tons a month now from Jacksonville to Trenton, N. J., and New 
York, and you have our reports there on what we do. We just feel that this 
would be an advantage to us and an advantage to the whole operation of inter- 
coastal barging and the east coast intercoastal barging has never been developed 
to its fullest. There is the opportunity of really getting this mill going down 
in that area and also the citrus industry and possibly the inbound movement 
of steel products from the eastern mills. Right now the most of our tin products 
are coming out of the Alabama area by rail because the eastern market can’t 
meet it competitively on water traffic. I will be willing to answer any questions. 

General Bragpon. Any questions by any members of the Board of Mr. Dubbin? 
We may ask you some a little later. 

Mr. Dussin. All right. 

General Braepon. Thank you. 

Mr. RernstTINe. Mr. Bancroft. 

Mr. Bancrort. I am president of Independent Twine and Yarn Co. of Phila- 
delphia. I do considerable business with Hudson Pulp & Paper. One point 
that I would like to bring up at the present time is that we are having extreme 
competition from Mexico and sisal twine which Hudson Pulp & Paper use con- 
siderably. Practically all our twines of the nature that Hudson uses comes 
from the northern mills, Philadelphia, New York, and upper New York and 
we would have considerable savings to Hudson and ourselves if we could have 
barge service in that area. In turn we also do considerable business for Hud- 
son in the Philadelphia area, representing them on their papers and gum tape. 

General Bragpon. How much do you ship to the Hudson Paper Co.? 

Mr. BANcrorT. Well, we ship carloads of twines to them—30,000, 40,000 pounds 
at a time. 

General Bracpon. You think that would go—would preferably go by barge? 

Mr. BaNnorort. Well, not only to them, General. Mexico today has practically 
all our ropes and twines. The fibers have to come from Mexico but with the 
low duty on Mexican twines coming in from Mexico directly, it has hurt the 
domestic mills so that if we had the barge system I am quite sure, in fact we 
know that freight rate today is around $2.47 a hundred which is very pro- 
hibitive, not only just for Hudson but all in around Georgia and the Florida area 
people would benefit not only us but people in the same predicament. Thank 
you very much, sir. 
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General Bracpon. Any questions by any members of the Board? Thank you, 
sir. 

Mr. REINSTINE. Mr. Hillyer. 

Mr. Hittyer. I am traffic manager of the Van Iderstine Co. located in Long 
Island City. We are in the rendering business; our main product is tallow and 
glue. We make both these products, the rest are byproducts. The only com- 
modity that we ship to Hudson Pulp is the glue. We send that down now by 
truck and by rail. However, we did have a big business in meat scrap which 
is the residue of the rendering end. On account of the increase in the rail rates, 
it has pushed us right down there. At the time we shipped, we ran in there 
at a cheap rate and we imported a lot of South American material to make 
that feed. Now with high rates we can’t make it so that import has dropped 
right off. We had to go out of it. So we are only interested in the glue. We 
ship down about 125 tons a month. 

General Braapon. In other words you would make a savings on that? 

Mr. Hittyer. That is right. 

General Bracpon. How much do you figure that savings might be? 

Mr. Hittyer. Well, the rail rate is $1.47 and the truck rate is $1.15. 

General Bragpon. And the water rate? 

Mr. Hittyer. The water rate would be 55 cents. 

General Bracpon. Any questions by any member of the board? 

Colonel Prentiss. I didn’t understand that meat scrap business you were 
talking about. 

Mr. Hittyer. Well, meat scrap is the residue of the tallow we manufacture. 

Colonel PRENTIss. Who do you ship it to? 

Mr. Hittyer. Well, a lot of it to the feed people in Jacksonville. 

Colonel PrENTISs. Well, that has nothing to do with this project. 

Mr. Hittyer. No. Only that if we can get the barge service, if the barge 
people can get the northern movement, we can use the barge going south. At 
the present time there is no barge service there, so although the rate is quoted, 
I can’t use it; there is no space. 

General Braapon. Thank you, sir. Who is next? 

Mr. REINSTINE. Mr. Stewart. 

Mr. Stewart. My name is F. L. Stewart. I am manager of engineering for 
the W. B. Coleman Co. of Philadelphia. We supply Hudson Pulp & Paper with 
their boiler compounds which probably doesn’t amount to a whole lot as far 
as total volume goes, but I will put it to you this way; we buy our raw ma- 
terial in Philadelphia and naturally our materials are blended to meet specific 
conditions at the point in Palatka. Our competitors in the Jacksonville area 
can buy the same raw materials and can blend them, on equalizing prices. 
They probably can beat eur prices. It really doesn’t matter to us who pays fer 
the barge setup but it would be an asset to our company and a saving because 
all our prices are f. o. b. Philadelphia and naturally we have to make a sav- 
ing there or have to show a saving so that the total overall cost is the same. I 
don’t know that I can add any more. 

General Bracpon. Any questions by any member of the Board? Thank you, 
sir. 

Mr. Retnstrne. Mr. Losen. 

Mr. Losen. Gentlemen of the Board. My name is Frederick C. Losen. I rep- 
resent the Equitable Paper Bag Co. of Long Island City, N. Y., and the Orange 
Pulp & Paper Milis of Orange, Tex., which is a subsidiary company. With the 
exception of the cost of the gum paper and tissue paper, are in direct competi- 
tion with Hudson, the manufacturer of paper bags. Nevertheless, we do pur- 
chase paper, jumbo rolls, in considerable volume from Hudson, which is shipped 
to us in Long Island City from the Palatka plant for conversion into paper 
bags. It should appear that Hudson has a geographic advantage because of 
their proximity to water but apparently that isn’t so. We also bring paper to 
Long Island City from our own paper mill in Orange, Tex., and actually it costs 
us $2 a ton less to get it to Long Island City from a point twice as far away or 
approximately twice as far away. If this barge service should become success- 
fully established, we should be able to effect a saving of about $4 a ton under our 
present cost of getting paper up from Palatka or $6 a ton we can pay from 
our own mill at Orange, Tex. Now it would seem to me to be consistent with 
the public interest to assist in having that service established because in the 
final analysis prices are constructed from costs and the lower the cost, the 
greater the service to the consuming public. Too, we could be able to deliver 
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a lot more of our paper which is produced at Orange, Tex., to leave it down 
there and use that in servicing the southwestern area. Instead, we are bring 
ing that to New York and converting that into bags for this New York area, 
which of course includes New England and the Middle Atlantic States. But 
because of the present rate structure, why there is no great incentive for reach- 
ng into Palatka for paper. That I think is about what I have to say. 

General Bragpon. Thank you, sir. Are there any questions? 

Colonel PRENTIss. Is your Orange plant a waterfront plant? 

Mr. Losen. We are located on the Sabine River. Right at the mouth of 
the Sabine River in the Gulf of Mexico. Yes, it isa waterfront plant. 

Colonel Prentiss. Then you can load directly from your plant into ocean 
going freighters? 

Mr. Losen. We could but we don’t. We bring it up by Sea Train Lines at 
Texas City. 

Colonel Prentiss. What? 

Mr. Losen. Sea Train Lines at Texas City That is the method of transpor 
tation which we use. 

Colonel PRENTIss. How do you move it from Orange to Texas City? 

Mr. Losen. We usually put it in box cars and railroad it to Texas City and 
then the car is placed in the hold of the vessel and tied and then brought to 
Edgewater, N. J., and we take truck delivery from that point. There is no 
freight boat handling whatever. The car which is loaded at our siding down 
there at Orange, Tex., is placed at the team yard in Edgewater, N. J., there we 
take delivery and it radiates out from there. We have trucks from Boston and 
Philadelphia and other points that take it and distribute it for us 

Colonel Prentiss. In other words, with that sea train, at the other end you 
have about a 100-mile haul? 

Mr. Losen. We have a 100-mile haul, exactly. 

Colonel PRENTISs. In the water? 

Mr. Losen. Yes. But freightwise, it figures to the detriment of Hudson 

General Bragpon, Any other questions? Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Losen, Thank you, sir. 

Mr. REINSTINE. Mr. Guthrie 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Gentlemen, my name is Thomas D. Guthrie, Jr. I am secretary 
treasurer of the Eastern Seaboard Petroleum Co., Inc., in Jacksonville, Fla. We 
supply the fuel oil for the Hudson Pulp & Paper Co. as well as the fuel oil for 
pulp mills at Fernandina and St. Marys, Ga., and Brunswick Pulp & Paper Co. 
at Brunswick, Ga. We also operate barges out of Norfolk, Va., to pulp mills at 
Plymouth, and barges out of Charleston, 8. C., to pulp mills at North Charleston 
and at Georgetown, 8. C. We have pioneered in the development of oil barging 
and heavy fuel oil in the Intracoastal Waterway between Jacksonville and Nor 
folk. In 1987, when our company was started, our barge supplier was operating 
one barge. Today he is operating 16 barges hauling heavy fuel oil; We are very 
much interested in the development of the Intracoastal Waterway and its tribu 
tary streams wherever they are, along the east coast. We are particularly in 
terested in attracting industry to Florida, particularly in the northeast Florida 
aren where we can reach them with barge transportation. The barge rates 
that we have been able to offer industries have, in some cases we feel, affected 
their decision favorably to locate along navigable waterways. We are hopeful 
that Rice Creek will be developed by the engineers because we feel that that 
property is attractive to other industries who might want to come into the north 
east Florida area. With the proper development we can offer rates to industries 
and a barging service that will assure their dependable source of fuel. Today 
the Rice Creek navigation is hazardous: We can only haul in at Rice Creek 
1 small barge at a time carrying approximately 2,800 barrels. To other pulp 
mills we carry as much as 7,000 and 8,000 barrels in a total. The channel is not 
marked at all. We did put some drums out, or rather the towboat captain and 
crew put out some drums, to help guide him from the river into the channel. 
They continually wash away. We can only go in Rice Creek at daylight hours. 
In bad weather and foggy weather, of course, it holds up the barges. It makes 
it difficult for us to keep our barges operating most efliciently by having to take 
one barge into Rice Creek. That area is served by two railroads. There isn’t 
an awful lot of lands suitable for Mill sites along the navigable waterways in 
north Florida which are served by railroads presently. We would like very 
much to see the channel improved. It will give us a selling point for the estab- 
lishment of other industries along that waterway. 
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General Bracpon. Do you think some might come? 

Mr. Gurnnir. We hope so. For example, we had inquiries from a large chem- 
ical plant in Philadelphia which is looking for a site on a waterway in the south 
between Jacksonville and Palatka or Sanford. Around Jacksonville it is almost 
impossible to get any waterfront sites today, of a large area as you know. We 
think it will benefit the whole area and that area in particular. I don’t know of 
anything else that I can say offhand, unless you have some questions. But the 
Florida Towing Corp. is represented and they can give you some facts. 

General Bracpon. Colonel Hardin has a question, I believe. 

Colonel Harprn. You made the observation that if this improvement were 
adopted that there would probably be additional industries on Rice Creek. Then 
you said, as I recall it, that there were not many sites available along the navi- 
gable waterway. I presume you were referring to the St. Johns River, yet I 
don’t understand that because it looks like the same kind of ground and the rail- 
road was able to run right along the St. Johns River. 

Mr. GuTurir. Well, Colonel, I had in mind, but maybe I didn’t make myself 
clear, that many places along the Intracoastal Waterway are marshy and they 
are quite a ways from any nearby railroads. If a site was selected, we'll say be- 
tween Fernandina and Jacksonville the rail spur would be quite extensive from 
the mainlines into that plant as there is considerable marshland in that par- 
ticular area. There are sites along the St. Johns River. We think that the area 
around Palatka is very favorable for industrial development because it is served 
by two railroads, the Southern Railway and the Coastline. 

Colonel Harprn. Well, then, wouldn’t it be just as logical for new industries 
to locate along the St. Johns River as along Rice Creek? 

Mr. GutTHriz. In some places, that is true, but the advantages of a creek for 
certain kinds of disposal seems to be an attraction to mills. 

reneral Bracpon. Any other questions of Mr. Guthrie? 

Mr. Retnstrne. Mr. Fulkerson. 

Mr. Furxkrrson. I am C, R. Fulkerson. T represent the Florida Towing Co. 
Right now we are engaged in towing fuel oil for Eastern Seahoard Petroleum & 
Hudson Pulp & Paper. When we first started towing oil in there, we gave them 
their factory rate with the hope that in time there would be improvements so that 
we could tow in more oil at one time. We made 1 trip in there with 2 barges and 
we had considerable difficulty. As it is now, we tow 1 barge at a time of about 
2.800 barrels a tow. To other mills, we tow from 7 to 8,000 barrels in a tow and 
it costs us just the same amount to tow 2,800 barrels as it does 7 or 8,000 barrels. 
As it is now, our whole operation is awkward. We have to schedule our barges 
and boats so that they arrive at the mouth of the creek during daylight hours. 
There is a sandbar there and quite a few logs and we have several times, coming 
out of that creek, run aground and stayed there 10 or 12 hours. Other times we 
have damaged our barges to where it would delay our shipments until these 
barges could be repaired. Another thing, we tow two barges together as we go 
through the highway bridge and try to navigate that turn. It’s awful there. We 
can’t tow them. We push them through, then run up to the bank, run around and 
pull them off and it is a slow operation all the way around. T believe that with 
a few improvements we could get our rates as low as they are now and without 
having to increase our price on that fuel oil. As it is, if we have to keep towing 
only a small amount at one time, T am afraid the prices or rates will increase. 

General Braapon. Any questions of Mr. Fulkerson? Thank yon, sir. 


Mr. Anceir. We will be very glad to have you with us. 
Tf you can just extend your remarks in the record and make a very 
brief statement, we would appreciate it very much. 


STATEMENT OF C. G. WILLIS, JR., VICE PRESIDENT, C. B. WILLIS 
BARGE LINE 


Mr. Wrirrts. I will. My name is C. G. Willis, Jr., vice president of 
the C. G. Willis Barge Line. Right now we are serving six Atlantic 
coast paper mills from their mills in the South to their destination in 
the North. Those mills have a tremendous rate advantage over the 
Hudson Pulp & Paper Corp. for the simple reason that due to the 
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conditions of Rice Creek we are not able to serve them with water 
barge transportation. 

I think with the considered improvements to Rice Creek and the 
approaches to Rice Creek that we can and will offer them barge trans- 
portation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Thank you. Are there any questions of the witness ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetx. If not we thank you for your statement. That con- 
cludes your presentation, Mr. Matthews ? 

Mr. Marrnews. It does, Mr. Chairman, and we are very grateful 
for your kind attention. 

Mr. Ancor. If that is all, we will turn to the next project. 


Daupnin IstAnpD Bay, Ana. 


Mr. Anceti. The next project is Dauphin Island Bay in Alabama. 
Our very distinguished colleague and former member of this com- 
mittee is here, Mr. Frank Boykin. If it is agreeable to you we will 
first hear from the Army engineers on this project. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Mitnz. Mr. Chairman, the report on Dauphin Island Bay, 
Ala., is contained in House Document No. 394 of the 82d Congress, 2d 
session, as authorized by both the House and Senate Public Works 
Committees in resolutions in the year 1949. 

Dauphin Island Bay is a small bay some three-quarters of a mile 
wide and a mile and three-quarters long, extending on the landward 
side of Dauphin Island which is a barrier reef off the coast of Alabama 
in Mobile Bay. 

The inhabitants of Dauphin Island gain their livelihood from the 
fishing industry. There is no Federal project presently constructed 
in Ds Muphin Island. There is, however, an authorized Federal project 
for a channel 7 feet in depth and 100 feet wide across the eastern end 
of the island, extending into Dauphin Bay from Mobile Bay, and then 
a small channel 4 by 40 feet from the end of the 7-foot channel going 
into Dauphin Bay with provision for a turning basin. That project, 
while authorized, has not been constructed. 

The controlling depth of water in Dauphin Bay is in the neighbor- 
hood of 2 feet. Local interests have had extreme difficulty in naviga- 
tion because of that shallow depth. They must of necessity moor their 
craft several thousand feet from their homes, or from the shore of the 
island. In addition the local fleet plus the fleet from the surrounding 
area cannot get into Dauphin Bay during periods of bad weather when 
they would lke to seek an a there. 

Because of those factors the local interests requested that the Corps 
of Engineers investigate the possibilities of an improved navigation 
project at Dauphin Island. The Chief of Engineers has made a very 
thorough investigation of the area and considers that an improvement 
there is economically justified. 

He specifically recommends that a channel 7 feet in depth and 100 
feet in width be provided from water of that depth in the Bay proper 
and extending to Dauphin Island village. 

In addition he recommends that provision be made for a turning 
basin some 500 feet square and 7 feet in depth. 
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Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of Ala- 
bama and that State indicated its concurrence. Likewise the Bureau of 
the Budget indicated that they have no objection to the transmittal of 
this project to the Congress. 

Based on the original project document the Federal cost was esti- 
mated to be $56,000. Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show an 
estimated Federal cost of $70,000. 

Mr. ANGELL. $70,000? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. The annual charge based on that revised 
cost are $10,800 and the benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised 
cost, is 1.93 to 1. 

Local interests would be required to furnish lands, easements and 
rights of way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas; provide and maintain 
a suitable landing open to all on equal terms; and hold and save the 
United States free from damages. 

The local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with 
those items of local cooperation. 

On Dauphin Island ther e are approximately 25 vessels based perma- 
nently. In addition, in the general Dauphin Island and Bayou Le 
Batre and Coden area there are some 400 vessels engaged in the fishing 
trade. The local vessels, of course, are unable to get close to the shore 
at any time, and they must moor about 2,000 feet away from the shore. 
It results in quite a delay to them when they have to get provisions 
from the island. 

We estimate each of those vessels probably suffers a delay in excess 
of 2 hours each time they have to come and dock and go ashore. 

The fishing area is just off Dauphin Island. The boats coming 
from Bayou Le Batre and Coden, when they are caught in periods of 
rough weather, must seek shelter. If there were provision for a chan- 
nel 7 feet in depth at Dauphin Island those boats could come to that 
area and get out of the rough weather. But, because there is no chan- 
nel there they must go back to Bayou Le Batre or Coden, or some other 
area of refuge. Conservative figures would indicate that the round 
trip is 20 miles longer than if they were able to come in to Dauphin 
Island. Of course it results in a loss of time to them and a reduction 
in time when they could be at the fishing banks. 

We estimate if this project were improved the benefits which would 
accrue to the fishing fleet in additional fish catch would more than 
economically justify the provision for the Federal project 

Mr. Anoetit. Thank you, Colonel. Are there any questions from 
members of the committee / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeii. If not we have with us at this time our former col- 
league and former member of this committee, the very distinguished 
gentleman, Mr. Frank W. Boykin. We are very happy to have you 
here, Mr. Boykin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK W. BOYKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Boykin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

I am certainly much obliged to the committee for permitting me to 
appear before you today, and I am delighted to tell you a little bit 
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about this project. To tell you all about it would take the rest of my 
life. It is one of the greatest projects in the world. 

The orange trees there are that big around. We do not know how 
old they are. 

Mr. AnGet. Are you referring to the trees or to the oranges? 

Mr. Borxtn. The’ trees; and the oranges are very wonderful too. 
I was there this summer and | counted as high as 9 to 10 grapefruits 
on 1 limb. 

[ want to tell you there has never been a project just like this, I 
was just telling Colonel Milne, who presented it so beautifully and just 
exactly right, ‘that just the other day—and I want to put this in the 
record Gener: al Dent, who is head of a base down there with 17,000 
people working there and one of the greatest Air Force depots in the 
world, asked for this strip of land. It was given to him by Governor 
Persons whose brother is an assistant,to the President here. They 
gave him a beautiful site on the island free of charge, consisting of 
70 acres, for a helicopter and crash-boat base to be established on 
Dauphin Island. It was something that just came in today. 

I have here also a telegram frem W. O. Dobbins, Jr., director of the 
\labama State Planning Board, which I would like to put in. 

I have also a telegram from E. Roy Albright, which I would like to 
put in. 

I have a letter here which I must tell you about because you will 
be interested and I know it will be interesting to all of you. People 
talk about a depression, but I do not think we have any sign of it. We 
never had any way to get to this island, but the other day they started 
selling these lots there. By the way, this island is as long as Galveston, 
Tex., but we have never had anyone killed from fires or storms there. 

The sand dunes are 40 feet high. We would like to have everybody 
down there to see this marvelous place. The other day they put the 
lots on this island up for sale and in one day in the city of Mobile, 
Alabama, they sold $3,600,000 worth, and 80 percent of them were 
cash. Just think of that. It is the most remarkable thing I have 
ever heard of in my life. And many people, including the young lady 
there, wanted to come over. Her mother bought one and I told her 
to be here at 11 o'clock, but she had to be back at work by 12 so she 
had to leave. 

I have a wonderful letter that describes it. It is a wonderful proj 
ect and there is nothing in the world that is like this. Nothing under 
the shining sun. All we need isa little bit of help. 

Something that the colonel did not know is that the *y have millions 
of feet of virgin pine down there, but in order to cut the streets out 
and things like that they have to cut some. I have seen them cut 
those trees. If they have this little canal here the Vv can get this timber 
out of there. 

It is the finest fishing in the world. Mobile has over 485 fishing 
boats altogether, but they can’t get near this place. You cannot get 
within 2,000 feet of it. Tt is like being outside of heaven and looking 
in because there is nothing like this in the world. It is one of the 
prettiest spots you will ever have seen if you get to it. 

I took General Pick there and he said, “I never saw anything like 
it.” All we ask you for is just a little bit—just $70,000. It was 
$56,000 before. 
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I have a marvelous letter here from the Mobile Chamber of Com- 
merce. They are calling for bids on a $3 million bridge there. They 
have the money and it will be contracted for right away. They have 
a letter signed by Mr. Delchamps, president of the Mobile Chamber 
of Commerce. 

I want you all to help me on this, but help me kind of quick, because 
I have been waiting on this all my life and you can’t tell how long it 
will be. 

You talk about fishing. The fishing and bathing and boating is 
certainly the finest in the world. 

In reading this they say they have as high as 307 vessels that would 
lay up at Dauphin Island. The mouth of our bay at that time was 
only 3 feet deep. Also a great steel company is going in and bring- 
ing in all this ore from Venezuela. We will be back pretty soon to 
make is 40. It is33 now. There is no way to appreciate this without 
seeing it really. 

Mr. Ancett. Your documents will be received and inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. Boyxrn. The record does not show they are going to build a 
$3 million bridge and are starting right in on it. The money is there. 

Mr. Sreep. You heartily recommend this project? 

Mr. Borxry. I certainly do. 

Mr. Ancoett. Congressman, have you any other witnesses on this 
project? 

Mr. Borxrn. No, sir. 

By the way, I am speaking for Senator Hill and Senator Sparkman. 
Senator Sparkman is in Alabama and the entire Alabama delegation 
is here and I am meeting them in 12 minutes for lunch. 

Mr. Anoriu. Have you anything further, Mr. Boykin? 

Mr. Boyxtn. Yes, sir. I just want to say that we are having some 
wild ducks that were killed on Dauphin Island which we will have 
for lunch. We have Mr. Reynolds with us of the Reynolds Metal Co. 

Mr. Ancety. Do you wish to have permission for your colleagues 
to insert their statements in the record, Mr. Boykin ? 

Mr. Boyrxktn. Yes, sir. Senators Hill and Sparkman and the en- 
tire Alabama delegation if they care to do so. 

Mr. Ancett. That will be permitted. 

Mr. Boyxtn. Thank you so much. 

(The information furnished by Mr. Boykin is as follows :) 

MontTooMEry, ALA., February 10, 1954. 


Congressman FRANK BOYKIN, 
House Office Building: 


Airmail letter follows which urges favorable consideration by the Committee 
on Public Works of the Dauphin Island Bay, Ala., project. Appropriation of 
funds for this project will result in an improvement which will save lives and 
contribute to the economic development of the area. We urge favorable con- 
sideration by the committee of this project. 


W. O. Dogstns, Jr., 
Director, Alabama State Planning Board. 
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STATE OF ALABAMA 
STATE PLANNING BOARD, 
Montgomery 4, Ala., February 10, 1954. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. OC. 


GENTLEMEN: Your consideration of an authorized improvement project at 
Dauphin Island Bay, Ala., will be appreciated. We hope that you will see fit to 
provide an appropriation for this project to be carried forward. 

The project has been modified by the Mobile district engineer to provide for a 
7-foot by 100-foot channel from the Mississippi Sound into a turning basin which 
will be located on the water front at Dauphin Island Village. Such a channel 
is needed for the protection of small fishing and pleasure craft. Without this 
channel small craft have no place to go to be safe from the buffetings of storms. 
With this improvement, there will be a safe harbor and anchorage for small 
craft to go when storms arise. It is also needed to facilitate the operations of 
commercial fishermen and is needed to assist in the further development of Dau- 
phin Island which will serve thousands of people as an ideal recreation area. 

The protection to life and property alone will justify the project, in our opinion. 
Since the Mobile district engineer has approved the project, there is assurance 
that the proposed project is economically justified. 

It, therefore, sees apparent that the construction of this project is needed for 
both tangible and intangible reasons. Such an improvement, if carried out, will 
contribute to the economic development of this area and will give much needed 
and added protection to lives from the velocity of wind and water. I therefore, 
hope that you will give favorable consideration to this matter and will recom- 
mend an appropriation so that the work can go forward. 

Yours very truly, 
W. O. Dossrns, JR., 
Director. 


Crry oF MOBILE, 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, 
Mobile 5, Ala., February 9, 1954. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House of Representatives, 


Washington, D. 0. 


JENTLEMEN: The Dauphin Island Bay and Channel project which you are 
considering this week has greatly increased in importance to the city of Mobile, 
since the recent activity in the development of the island as an all year recreation 
resort. 

Plans have been completed and bids will be received within the next few weeks 
for the construction of a bridge from the mainland of Mobile County to the island, 
and it is hoped that the bridge will be in use by the end of the year. 

Dauphin Island, historically and commercially, has always been a distinct 
asset to Mobile and with the assured development of the island, facilities must 
be provided to handle the increase in the number of commercial and pleasure 
boats that will need the safe anchorage Dauphin Island Bay must furnish. 

The City Commission of Mobile urges your approval of this project as being 
needed and necessary in the public interest. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry R. LuscHer, Mayor. 


[From the Montgomery Advertiser. February 4, 1954] 
HELICOPTER AND CRASHBOAT BASE TO BE ESTABLISHED ON DAUPHIN 


Mosier, Aua., February 4.—Goyv. Gordon Persons announced today that a 
helicopter and crashboat base will be established on Dauphin Island, about 35 
miles south of here. 

tovernor Persons said that the State would make land available for the Air 
Force for establishment of the base. He said a portion of the Fort Gaines mili- 
tary reservation in the eastern part of the island will be used for the base. 
Fort Gaines, which is one mile square, formely was city-owned property and was 
deeded to the State by the Mobile City government as a part of the overall plan 
for developing the island. 
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The Governor’s announcement followed a conference with State Conservation 
Director Earl McGowin, Sydney S8. Pfleger, representing the Mobile County Board 
of Revenue, road commissioners, and the Mobile Chamber of Commerce. 

Maj. Gen. Frederick R. Dent, commanding general of the Brookley Air Force 
Base, Mobile, suggested the base, and it was approved by United States Air Force 
Headquarters. 

Persons said that the base would constitute an important safety factor for 
plane traffic in and out of Brookley, as well as for swimmers, yachtsmen, and 
other pleasure-seekers in the Dauphin Island area. Recreation facilities will also 
be provided airmen as a part of the proposed facility. 

Spokesmen for the Dauphin Island group said the helicopter and crashboat base 
would be a valuable additional service to the island, and would also be an im- 
portant contributing factor in the development of additional bridge traffic. 

Officials of Brookley, the Mobile Chamber of Commerce, and the Alabama deep 
sea fishing rodeo recently discussed the establishment of the operation. It was 
brought out that less than one-fourth of the Fort Gaines area will be affected. 
The balance of the reservation is to be developed as a public park, golf course and 
general recreation area. 


Mosier, AvA., February 9, 1954. 
Hon. Frank W. BoyKIN, 
Wember of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

Will you please convey the request from me as chairman of the Mobile County 
Park and Beach Board to the Public Works Committee that they authorize the 
proposed Dauphin Island channel? This board has been recently appointed by 
the County of Mobile to develop the parks and beaches on Dauphin Island and 
one of the most important problems confronting the adequate development of 
Dauphin Island is a navigable channel. Although Dauphin Island is one of the 
most important islands on the Gulf of Mexico and was the original port of entry 
for this entire area there is no adequate year around channel to the island where- 
hy boats drawing as much as 2 feet of water can reach the island in many 
seasons. The proposed channel would be of great value to operators of both 
commercial and pleasure craft. The earnest consideration of this request by the 
public works committee will be appreciated 

KE. Roy ALBRIGH 


DAUPHIN ISLAND LAND SALES CorpP.. 
Vobile, Ala., February 8, 1954. 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We have read an announcement in the Mobile newspapers that a 
hearing will be held before your committee this week to consider improvement 
in a channel to Dauphin Island Bay. Westrongly urge a favorable consideration 
of this project and cite you herewith some of the many reasons that this project 
is desirable. 

Dauphin Island is being developed as one of the important new recreational 
and resort areas of the South. The State of Alabama is preparing to call for bids 
on a bridge which will connect the mainland with the island, to cost more than 
$3,000,000. Two thousand residential lots have been sold by a local nonprofit 
organization, and plans are now proceeding for the building during 1954 of public 
casinos and recreation areas along the miles of surf beaches on the island. Ap 
proximately $1,000,000 will be spent in these developments. 

This organization has had a part in making the above plans a full realization 
and we, perhaps better than others, realize the necessity of having a water outlet 
for the island. Some of the buildings to be constructed on the island will require 
steel and it is our understanding that this materia! could best be shipped directiy 
from Birmingham to Dauphin Island on barges. Also we are planning to develop 
a commercial area on the island which will handle such rough materials as lum- 
ber, cement, shells, etc. They can be more economically transported by barges 
than by trucks. This organization feels that an early completion of such a fa- 
cility would add materially to the prospects of an early development on Dauphin 
Island. 
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It is also in our plans to develop an outstanding harbor in Dauphin Bay, using 
the spoilage to build up additional recreational and residential areas around the 
bay and channel such as the one proposed would bring such a project much nearer 
realization. 

The entire Dauphin Island area has for years been the focal point for com 
mercial shrimping and oystering in Mobile Bay and there has been no adequate 
harbor or refuge for small craft so engaged. Absence of such facilities has also 
tended to discourage full enjoyment by the public of the excellent boating and 
fishing in that area. 

Provision of a channel would provide small fishing boats with opportunity to 
transfer heavy catches of seafood to larger boats in protected waters, and com 
mercial fishing craft would not be required to travel to distant harbors for pro 
tection during the frequent unexpected squalls so familiar to this area if such 
channel and harbor were available. 

It is the understanding of this organization that this project has the approval 
of the Corps of Engineers as well as having been approved by other committees 
of Congress. This organization has gone on the record unanimously as urging 
your committee to give this project your favorable consideration and if there 
is any action that you can take to speed this matter it will be greatly appreciated 
by many citizens in this entire area. 

Yours sincerely, 
Jutrus E. MARX, 
President 


MosILE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Mobile, Ala., February 8, 1954 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : It is the understanding of the Mobile Chamber of Commerce that 
the Dauphin Island Bay project is to be discussed in hearings before your com 
mittee this week. We urge favorable consideration of improvements which this 
project would provide. 

Dauphin Island historically has been important to the development of this 
part of the country, having been the original port of entry to French Louisiana 
more than 250 years ago. Actually, the island is just now coming into its own. 

The island is being developed as one of the important new recreational and 
resort areas of the South. The State of Alabama is preparing to call for bids 
on a bridge which will connect the mainland with the island, to cost more than 
$3,000,000. Two thousand residential lots have been sold by a local nonprofit 
organization, and plans are now proceeding for the building during 1954 of 
public casinos and recreation areas along the miles of surf beaches on the 
island. Approximately $1,000,000 will be spent in these developments. 

This means that the importance of Dauphin Island will be stepped up tre- 
mendously and Dauphin Island Bay will become even more important as a 
yachting harbor and for commercial fishing. Access to the island by trucks and 
automobiles is only a year or so away, and with this connection to the mainland 
and the buildup of the island which will follow, plans are underway for hotels, 
motor courts, some industrial and commercial operations, and a community 
of 2,000 homes, some permanent, some resort, with another thousand or so 
being planned. 

It is unthinkable that with all this activity on Dauphin Island there is no 
adequate channel into the island. 

The entire Dauphin Island area has for years been the focal point for com- 
mercial shrimping and oystering in Mobile Bay and there has been no adequate 
harbor or refuge for small craft so engaged. 

Absence of such harbor facilities has also tended to discourage full enjoyment 
by the public of the excellent boating and fishing in that area. 

Provision of a channel would provide small fishing boats with opportunity 
to transfer heavy catches of seafood to larger boats in protected waters, and 
commercial fishing craft would not be required to travel to distant harbors for 
protection during the frequent unexpected squalls so familiar to this area 
if such channel and harbor were avafiable. 

While this project has heretofore been deemed necessary and needed in the 
publie interest, with all of this additional activity both on and around Dauphin 
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Island, it appears more needed than ever. We therefore urge your favorable 
consideration. 
Yours very truly, 
O. H. DELCHAMPs, 
President. 


Mr. Ance.u. I believe that concludes the hearings for today and 


we stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m. the committee adjourned until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Thursday, February 11, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 1954 


Housr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee will come to order. 

I am advised about seven members of our committee are out of town, 
and others, I understand, will be here soon. In order to make the 
record, which all of the committee will have an opportunity to see later, 
we will begin the proceedings at this time. 

The first project listed on today’s agenda is the Little River at 
Cayuga Island, Niagara Falls, N. Y., House Document 246 of the 83d 
Congress. 


Lirrue River at CayruGa Isuanp, Nracara Faris, N. Y. 


Colonel Milne, we would be very happy to have you make your 
presentation at this time on that project. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Miine. Mr. Chairman, the report on Little River at Cayuga 
Island, Niagara Falls, N. Y., is contained in House Document 246 of 
the 83d Congress, 2d session, as authorized by the River and Harbor 
Act of March 2, 1945. 

The Little River is a tributary of the Niagara River and lies wholly 
within the city of Niagara F alls, N. Y., in the north and western part 
of the State. The area is predominantly one of heavy manufacturing. 
There is no Federal project for the Little River at this time. 

Commerce on the Little River consists entirely of recreational craft. 
Local interests have indicated difficulties with their craft on the Little 
River due to the shoal depth at the mouth. They have requested that 
consideration be given to providing entrance channels at both entrances 
of the Little River. They have requested further that consideration 
be given to dredging the Cay uga Creek to a depth of 6 feet. 

The Chief of E ngineers has inv estigated the area very thoroughly 
and has come to the conclusion that certain improvements are just ified. 
He does not believe that dredging of the Cayuga Creek to a depth of 6 
feet is required. Nor does he recommend that : any Federal project be 
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undertaken at Cayuga Creek. He also feels that the provision of an 
entrance at both ends of Little River is unnecessary and finds that the 
benefits from such a provision would be only slightly in excess of those 
benefits that might accrue from providing only one entrance channel. 

Accordingly he has confined his recommendation to an improve- 
ment for the entrance at Little Rover to provide a channel 8 feet in 
depth and 200 feet wide at the entrance, gradually tapering down to 
50 feet in width. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers was furnished to the State of 
New York, and they replied that they had no comment or recom- 
mendations at this time. The report was also furnished to the Bureau 
of the Budget, and the Bureau indicated that they had no objection 
to transmittal of the report to the Congress. 

Based on the project document, the original cost was $29,100 of 
Federal cost and $57,000 non-Federal, for a total of $86,100. That 
report, revised to the fall of 1953, shows a Federal cost of $36,900 and 
a non-Federal cost of $70,100, for a total of $107,000. 

Based on that revised cost, the annual charges are $5,900. The 
benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised cost, is 4.71 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is to contribute in cash 55 percent of 
the cost of constructing the channel, estimated to be $35,600 at the 
time the report was prepared. Today that estimate of local contribu- 
tion would be $45,100. 

Additional items of local cooperation are to furnish lands, ease- 
ments, right-of-ways, and spoil-disposal area; hold and save the 
United States free from damages; provide necessary mooring facili- 
ties and utilities, including a public landing open to all on equal terms; 
establish a public body to regulate the use, growth, and development 
of the improvement facilities; and prevent the discharge of any sew- 
age into Cayuga Creek detrimental to the use and the development 
of the harbor. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
items of local cooperation. 

At Little River there are over 200 recreational craft permanently 
moored, and something in excess of 300 additional recreational craft 
utilize the facilities. Due to the controlling depth of 3 feet at the 
mouth of Little River, it is extremely difficult for the recreational 
craft to enter and get out. As a result they are suffering rather ex- 
tensive damage to the craft and also are not able to realize the full 
use of the recreational fleet. 

The improvements that the Chief of Engineers recommends would 
eliminate a great deal of the difficulties that are now being experi- 
enced by the navigation interests. 

In transmitting this report to the Congress, the Chief of Engineers 
had these comments, which I would like to read into the record at 
this point: 


Navigation in Little River and Cayuga Creek consists entirely of recreational 
boating and the proposed improvements are designed to meet these needs and are 
not significant from the standpoint of commercial navigation. Benefits accruing 
to local interests as compared with general benefits of the type which warrant 
Federal participation is reflected in the fact that local interests expenditures for 
the proposed harbor facilities will be nearly twice the proposed Federal cost. 
The proportion of Federal and non-Federal participation recommended by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors is considered appropriate if it is the 
intent of Congress to provide Federal assistance in the development of harbors 
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for recreational craft. Subject to this, I concur generally in the views of the 
tjoard and therefore recommend the improvement of Little River at Cayug: 
Island, Niagara Falls, N. Y., to provide for an entrance channel 8 feet deep, vary- 
ing in width from 50 to 200 feet, and about 1,000 feet long extending from the 
8-foot depth in Niagara River into the lower end of Little River; generally in 
accordance with plan B of the district engineer and with such modifications 
thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable 


Mr. ANGELL. Colonel Milne, did you give the annual maintenance 

Colonel Mine. It is currently estimated to be $1,900. 

Mr. AnceEuL. Is that a new cost or is there an existing project 

Colonel Mitne. There is no project there at the present time. 

Mr. ANGELL, Is there any opposition to this project that you know 
of? 

Colonel Miune. None that I know of, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Colonel, for your statement. 

We have with us this morning our colleague, the Honorable Willian: 
EK. Miller of New York, who wrote a letter under date of February 8, 
1954, with reference to this project, which he desires to insert in the 
record. Without objection it will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The letter of Congre ssman Miller is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
LiouSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 8, 195) 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. ( 


Dear Mr ANGELL: In order that the valuable time of your subcommittee con 
ducting hearings on projects within its jurisdiction may be saved, may I ask 
that this letter be incorporated in your minutes 

It is my understanding that on Thursday, February 11, your committee wil 
consider the project known as Little River at Cayuga Island, Niagara Falls, 
N. Y., which matter was included in a letter from the Secretary of the Army 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
July 8, 1952, which became House Document No. 246, 88d Congress, 2d session 

As you will note from said document, local interests will contribute 55 per 
cent of the first cost and the United States only 45 percent. The first costs to the 
United States are estimated at $29,300. It is estimated further that the annual 
costs to the United States Government for maintenance would be but $1,600 
The annual benefits and the annual costs of the proposed improvements are 
estimated to be $16,700 and $5,400 respectively or a benefit-cost ratio of 3.09. 

This project is situated exclusively within my congressional district. It has 
been recommended by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and I respect 
fully urge its approval by the members of your committee 

Little River, which is a branch of the Niagara River, is about 1.5 miles long 
and 90 feet wide and passes around the north side of Cayuga Island. The 
entire area surrounding Little River is highly industrialized, and if this small 
branch were deepened so as to allow for boating and fishing it would provide 
an area for recreation for people who otherwise would have no access to such 
pleasures. The middle channel depth now exceeds 5 feet, but the upper entrance 
and the lower entrance have depths of only about 2 feet, which result in a con 
siderable amount of boat damage for people who attempt to now use the river 
for boating and fishing, and the deepening as recommended by the Chief of 
Army Engineers would greatly stimulate recreational boating and fishing 

I am positive that local interests are willing to provide the required coopera 
tion, which indicates the great desire of the people in the area for this improve 
ment. ‘. 

I, therefore, respectfully request that your committee act favorably on this 
project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WiiitAM FE. MILLFr, 
Wember of Congress, 40th District, New York 
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Mr. Ancetxi. Congressman Miller we are very happy to have you 
with us this morning. I want to apologize for not having any other 
members of the committee here at the present time, but as I stated 
at the opening, there are 7 or 8 of our committee who are away from 
the city. Due to the fact that Congress is not in session today others 
have other engagements. However, they will be here a little later. 

I do want to say, though: The transcript of the record will be avail- 
able to every member of the subcommittee and every member of the 
full committee. There are 29 members on the committee itself and 
only a small portion of those are on the subcommittee. So it is essen- 
tial to make the record and the record is the thing that counts, even 
though the members are not here to hear the testimony personally. 
They will have an opportunity to consider it completely when the 
record is made up. 

Now Congressman Miller, we are very happy to have you make any 
presentation you desire. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Mruzter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Knowing you as well as I do, I think it is entirely sufficient for 
the purposes of this, Mr. Chairman. 

As you indicated, I wrote a letter to your committee which I asked 
to be incorporated in the minutes and which you have so kindly done. 
That letter was dated February 8, 1954, setting forth my support of 
this Little River project and the reasons therefor. 

On the second page of that, Mr. Chairman, I have the following 
language : 

I am positive that local interests are willing to provide the required coopera- 
tion, which indicates the great desire of the people in the area for this 
improvement. 

At that time I had nothing specific in my files or by way of com- 
munication from my district to indicate or prove exactly the intense 
interest of the people in my area for this. As you well know, local 
interests will provide 55 percent of this capital, and of course it would 
be silly for the committee to go through the motions if the people up 
there were not interested and willing to commit themselves to that 
extent. 

Since I wrote that letter the Common Council of the City of 
Niagara Falls, the municipality most directly affected by this legisla- 
tion and which will be the local interests to commit themselves to the 
55 percent, on Monday evening, February 8, after I had written this 
letter, at a regular meeting of the common council, passed a motion 
supporting this particular project. 

I have with me here, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of making just 
a very brief statement for a minute or 2, the corporation counsel of 
Niagara Falls, Mr. Ralph Boniello. 

Mr. Anceti. May I say to my colleague I feel commendation is 
in order for the very fine contribution being made by local interests, 
which is much heavier than is usually made in a project of this type. 

As you say, it certainly evidences their interest in the project, and 
I think also is a fine recommendation for its value to the community. 

Mr. Mitzxr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. , 

Mr. ANGELL. We will be glad to hear from the corporation counsel. 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH BONIELLO, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL 
OF THE CITY OF NIAGARA FALIS, N. Y. 


Mr. Bonretto. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 

Mr. Ancett. Will you please give your name and position for the 
record ? 

Mr. Bonretto. Mr. Ralph Boniello, deputy corporation counsel of 
the city of Niagara Falls, N. Y. 

I am appearing here today in behalf of the City Council of the City 
of Niagara Falls, who on February 8, 1954, passed the following 
resolution : 





Resolved, That the city council does hereby approve the action of the Federal 
Government to improve and deepen the channel of the Little River, and the city 
clerk is hereby directed to forward a certified copy of that resolution to Con- 
gressman William E. Miller, and Congressman Homer D. Angell, chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

In this connection, the Little River has been a situation in our com- 
munity since the year 1933. 

Every year the situation has been getting a little worse. It is neces- 

sary to eliminate the hazardous condition which exists here by going 
through with the plan as designated by the Army engineers. 

The city of Niagara F alls is fully in accord with the recommenda- 
tion of the Army engineers and we feel that the passage of this legis- 
lation and the consummation of this work will alleviate a very danger- 
ous and hazardous condition that now exists there. We feel it will pro- 
vide additional recreation facilities and boating, and also fishing fa- 
cilities for the people in that district, and we would respectfully recom- 
mend your kind consideration of this matter. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, sir, for your statement. 

Mr. Bonretxo. I would just like to mention that we have here with 
us two members of the council, Mr. Augustine Maloney and Mr. Calvin 
Keller, who are also here in behalf of this situation. 

Mr. ANGELL. Do those gentlemen desire to be heard ? 

Mr. Bonretto. No; I donot think so. I just wanted to mention that 
they were here. 

Mr. ANGELL. We are very happy to note their presence in the record. 

Is there any other witness here desiring to testify on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceu. If not, we will proceed to the next project on the 
agenda. 

Osweeo Harpor, N. Y. 


Mr. Ancetyt. The next project on the agenda is Oswego Harbor, 
N. Y., in House Document No. 487 of the 81st Congress. 

We have with us the Honorable Clarence E. Kilburn, of New York, 
our colleague, who is interested in this project. As soon as the re- 

ort is presented by the Army engineers we will be glad to recognize 
Mr. Kilburn. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with your presentation at this 
time. 

Colonel Mitnz. The report on Oswego Harbor, N. Y., is contained 
in House Document No. 487 of the 8ist Congress, 2d session, author- 
ized by the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945. 
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Oswego Harbor is located on the Oswego River, which flows into 
Lake Ontario in the north central part of the State of New York. 

The area surrounding Oswego is primarily devoted to industry. 
The present Federal project for Oswego Harbor provides for a sys- 
tem of breakwaters consisting of a west breakwater, an arrowhead 
system of west and east arrowhead breakwaters; and an east break- 
water with all of thése breakwaters forming an inner harbor area 
which is authorized to be dredged 21 feet in soft material and 22 feet 
in hard material. 

It further provides for the provision of that depth of water in the 
Oswego River. Not shown on this map is an additional Federal proj- 
ect. It is the New York State Barge Canal, which has its ending in 
Oswego Harbor. That is a canalized waterway providing fora depth 
of 14 feet at pool and 13 feet over the lock sills. 

The existing Federal project for Oswego Harbor is some 30 per- 
cent completed. The east breakwater has not been constructed and 
certain portions of the harbor area as indicated in red have not been 
dredged to the authorized de »pth. 

In the year 1952 approximately 2 million tons of commerce were 
handled in Oswego Harbor. That commerce consisted primarily of 
coal, grains, and some ore. In addition to that commerce which was 
all lake commerce there was in excess of half a million tons of com- 
merce using the New York State Barge Canal. 

Local interests are experiencing difficulty at Oswego Harbor pri- 
marily due to the fact that the harbor itself is exposed to north, north- 
west, and northeast winds. Those winds tend to create a rather dis- 
turbing wave action within the harbor and have resulted in damage 
and delay to the large lake carriers that unload there. Accordingly 
they have requested that consideration be given to modifying the exist- 
ing Federal project and have recommended several steps that they 
feel would be desirable and which would promote more efficient 
navigation. 

They have suggested first that the system of the arrowhead break- 
waters be modified. They have also requested that the shore break- 
water be raised and strengthened. They have further requested that 
the shoals at the entrance to Oswego Harbor be removed. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated very thoroughly the re- 
quirements at Oswego Harbor and has come to the conclusion that cer- 
tain of the items requested by local interests can be handled, if justi- 
fied, under his existing authority. However, he does find that pro- 
vision of a detached breakwater some 800 feet in length lying about 
1,000 feet lakeward of the existing arrowhead breakwater system 
would be materially effective in reduci ing the wave action, and he fur- 
ther feels that the removal of the sho: ls at the entrance of the harbor 
is economically justified. 

Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of New 
York, which has indicated concurrence in the recommendations. Like- 
wise, the Bureau of the Budget has indicated that they have no objec- 
tion to the transmittal of the report to the Congress. 

Based on the project document, the Federal cost is estimated to be 
$1,811,000. That cost revised to the fall of 1953 shows a Federal cost 
of $2,459,000. The annual charges based on the revised cost are 
$93,500, of which approximately $6,000 is a maintenance charge. 
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The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised cost, is 1.27 to 1. 

Local cooperation required would be to hold and save the United 
States free from damages. 

There are about 500 freighters and a thousand motor vessels that 
utilize Oswego Harbor during the shipping season. Those are all lake- 
going vessels and are large craft. The wind coming down from the 
north or northwest creates a wave disturbance within the harbor proper 
which results in a great deal of difficulty to the ships that are moored 
at the several terminals along the harbor. Many of those ships have 
suffered damages as a result of that wave action. Several have broken 
loose from their moorings and have been severely damaged. 

Our investigation has indicated that with these improvements—that 
is, the provision of a detached breakwater—the damages and delays 
now experienced by this very sizable fleet of vessels would be mate- 
rially decreased. ‘The benefits to be derived from that improvement 
are considered to be sufficient to economically justify it. Moreover, 
the existence of this series of shoals at the entrance to the harbor pre 
sents a serious hazard to navigation. While it is difficult to evaluate 
that. in terms of dollars and cents, we believe that their removal to a 
depth of 25 feet would eliminate what is a very serious obstacle to navi 
gation. 

Our findings, we believe, are economically sound; and we recom 
mend that the existing Federal project be modified accordingly. 

Mr. Ancetz. Colonel Milne, will you repeat, please, the Federal] 
cost under the revised figures, and the non- Federal cost ? 

Colonel Minne. $2,459,000. There is no non-Federal cost. 

Mr. Anceti. And the annual maintenance ? 

Colonel Miine. It is estimated to be $6,000. That is the additional 
maintenance that would result from these recommended improve 
ments. 

Mr. Anceiit. What is the maintenance at the present time? 

Colonel Minne. The approved maintenance for the existing project, 
Mr. Chairman, is $62,700. 

Mr. Anceix. Will you let me have that Federal cost again ? 

Colonel Minne. The Federal cost, as revised, is $2,459,000. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I do not quite get this statement in your report. 
You state: 

The latest approved estimate of annual cost of maintenance is $62,700. The 
average annual maintenance cost for the last 5 years was approximately $15,000 

Colonel Miner. The reason the cost is low is due to the fact that 
we have not done all of the maintenance in the area that could have 
economically been accomplished. Over the entire country it has been 
necessary to seriously curtail our maintenance program because of re 
duced funds. That situation has been true for several years. So we 
have, at Oswego Harbor, deferred a great deal of the maintenance 
work. Eventually it will have to be done, and we believe that estimate 
of $62,700 represents a reasonable average annual amount that should 
be spent there. 

Mr. Ancety, Are there any further questions from members of the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 
Mr. Ancein. We thank you, Colonel. 
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As I stated earlier, we have with us our colleague Congressman Kil- 
burn, the Representative from this district, who is very much interested 
in this project. We are very happy to hear you at this time and have 
you present your witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARENCE E. KILBURN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Kintpurn. Mr. Chairman, we have one witness, Mr. Mizen, the 
chairman of the Harbor and Dock Commission of the City of Oswego. 
With him is Mr. George W. Allen, who is commissioner of public works 
for the city of Oswego, but Mr. Mizen is the only one who will testify. 

I might say just briefly, if the committee will indulge me, that there 
were bills introduced for the improvement of Oswego Harbor total- 
ing $11 million. They found through experience up there that this 
breakwater that the engineer just spoke about is the one that is badly 
needed now. So I have introduced a bill; and the estimate, when I 
introduced it, was for $1,800,000, which they want to have done now 
and are willing to forego the others for the present in view of the 
financial situation of the country. 

Mr. Mizen has a statement which will take him about 5 minutes to 
read, and also a map which I think the committee members have been 
furnished with. 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well, sir. You may state your full name and 
position for the purpose of the record. You may be seated, if you 
desire. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY C. MIZEN, PRESIDENT OF THE HARBOR 
AND DOCK COMMISSION, CITY OF OSWEGO, N. Y. 


Mr. Mizen. My name is Harry C. Mizen. I am the president of 
the Harbor and Dock Commission of the City of Oswego, N. Y., 
which is the commission authorized by the charter of the city to 
handle, direct, and supervise the operation of the harbor. That com- 
mission dates back to 1923. 

There is very little that I can add to what the engineer has already 
informed this committee except to say that our commission and the 
shippers in and out of the port of Oswego and the industries which 
have brought to it bulk material by their freighters and the railways 
which ship both anthracite and bituminous coal out of that port and 
the Marathon Co., which brings wood for making paper and pulp. 
wood from the northern shore of Lake Superior to Oswego, to be 
manufactured into paper—they have their own line of boats. The 
Huron Portland Cement Co. has a distributing basing plant at Oswego 
and ships there a great, great many tons of cement which is then 
delivered from that point throughout the State to the users of cement. 

They are all thoroughly convinced that for the continued safe 
operation of Oswego Harbor the detached breakwater which the 
engineer now told you will cost approximately $2 million is almost 
a must. It is not a new project but is to make a harbor which the 
Federal Government developed for us a safe, secure, and efficient 
harbor. It is not asking for any new area of the harbor. 
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As Congressman Kilburn said to you, we are willing to forego for 
the present until this detached breakwater can be built, any further 
internal improvements in the harbor proper. 

There is not much more that can be said. If you will read the 
Engineers’ report as I have studied it very carefully, House Docu- 
ment 487, you will see it is almost a self-evident proposition. It is 
almost as if we had a house and the house was falling down and 
we said, “We must repair it.” Obviously if we are going to continue 
living in the house it must be repaired. That is about our situation 
in Oswego. We must have and should have this detached breakwater, 
which will then prevent the destruction of piers, and docks, which 
has occurred. 

The State of New York has a large million bushel grain elevator 
there. The damage to that has been very severe at times by reason 
of this undue wave action which sweeps through these open piers. 
The Lackawanna Railroad pier has been damaged by it and ships 
have been forced to lie idle, and the unloading entirely stops until 
the storm has abated and the turbulence in the inner harbor has abated 
so that the ships can go on with their work. 

I might say that Oswego has been a port for better than 150 years. 
It was one of the first ports on the lake where the United States Gov 
ernment established a customhouse office. 

Since the bringing of the large lake vessels down through Lake 
Ontario by the construction of the Welland Canal, the commerce 
steadily increased there to the point where it is almost the lifeblood 
of the city and of the port. 

The bill which C ongressman Kilburn has introduced is H. R. 6902, 
and the commission feels it is justified in joining hands with the 
Engineers and representing to this committee that it is our concerted 
judgment, based upon complaints and experiences which are absolutely 
known to us and which are not figments of imagination, but are actual 
experiences, that it would be in “the interest of the Federal Govern- 
ment and all of the people of the lake system to have this detached 
breakwater built immediately so that we will have a harbor which I 
think under the original plan by the Engineers we thought would be 
adequate ; but is not ‘adequate now for this reason. 

Tiare is no use in my taking up any more of your time. I have filed 
a brief with you here and you know as much about it now as we do, 

Mr. Anoe.i. Mr. Mizen, we certainly thank you for your very fine 
statement. Your written testimony will be inserted in the record at 
this particular point, if there is no objection. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Mizen is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Harry C. MIZEN, PRESIDENT, HARBOR AND DocK COMMISSION 
City or Osweco, N. Y. 


My name is Harry ©. Mizen, and I am president of the harbor and dock com- 
mission of the city of Oswego, N. Y. I appear here at the direction of the 
commission to urge the enactment of the proposed bill into law. 

The reasons which the commission respectfully submit to justify the modifica- 
tion of the existing Oswego Harbor project may be briefly summarized as follows: 

The city of Oswego, N. Y., is situated on the southerly shore of Lake Ontario 
at the mouth of the Oswego River. It is the county seat of Oswego County and 
has a population of 22,100. It is served by three railroads and it is the Lake 
Ontario terminus of the New York State Barge Canal system. It has been the 
port of entry and departure for lake shipping for more than 150 years. Its prin- 
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cipal industries and facilities which are served by the port are the New York 
Central, Lackawanna and Ontario and Western Railways; the New York State 

sarge Canal system, a grain elevator and two terminals maintained and operated 
by the State of New York; the Niagara Mohawk Power System which operates a 
Steam station of 400,000 horsepower capacity and consumes upward of 900,000 
tons of coal a year; a distributing center of the Huron Portland Cement Co.; the 
Marathon Corp. which operates a paper mill and manufactures paper products 
and frozen food containers and other products. 

In 1952 the net tonnage at the port of Oswego was 1,865,506, and in 1953, 
1,917,500 tons. The approximate number of bottoms which brought this tonnage 
to and from Oswego is considerably in excess of 300, the exact number not being 
ascertainable at this time. The principal products flowing to and from the port 
are anthracite and bituminous coal, grain, pig iron, pulp wood, cement, gasoline 
and fuel oil, and other miscellaneous products. 

The existing Oswego Harbor is formed in part at the mouth of the Oswego River 
and a breakwater system extending northerly into the lake. Annexed to this 
statement is a rough sketch of the Oswego Harbor area and its breakwater 
protection shown in black. The proposed modification of the existing harbor 
with which we are here concerned is a detached breakwater indicated on the 
rough sketch in red. 

The reasons which, in the opinion of the commission, justify the modification 
of the existing project to include the proposed detached breakwater briefly 
summarized are as follows: 

Following the enlargement of the harbor facilities by deepening to 21 feet 
and the extension of the harbor northerly by the arrowhead pier system, it was 
found that when northerly and northeast winds prevailed, vessels encountered 
serious difficulty in entering and leaving the harbor through the 650-foot outer 
opening at the end of the 2 arrowhead piers; that at times vessels were forced 
to seek shelter elsewhere and vessels in the harbor were prevented from depart- 
ign therefrom; also that lake wave action passed through the 650-foot opening 
into the harbor and set up such a turbulence and wave action therein that at 
times vessels were prevented from loading and unloading. Such turbulence and 
wave action also seriously undermined and damaged the dock and terminal 
facilities of the New York State elevator and West Side Terminal, as well as 
other dock properties. 

The commission formally called this deficiency to the attention of the United 
States Corps of Engineers with the result that a study thereof was undertaken, 
and on July 6, 1945, a public hearing was held in the city of Oswego under the 
direction of Lt. Col. Norman J. Riebe, then United States district engineer, 
officed at Buffalo, N. Y. Attending this hearing were 59 representatives of ship- 
ping, transportation, and manufacturing interests. Following this hearing, the 
Corps of Engineers conducted further study and examination into the condi- 
tions prevailing at the Oswego Harbor and on February 21, 1950, transmitted 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives Document No. 487 of the 81st 
Congress, 2d session 

The information contained in this document is most informative and fully 
justifies the opinion of the commission that a modification of the existing harbor 
project as proposed by the pending bill now under consideration by this com- 
mittee should prevail. 

Time does not permit even a brief summary of the information and facts set 
forth in the Fngineers’ data found in Document No. 487. However, we do 
feel justified in calling attention to the fact that the report of the Chief Engin- 
eers of the United States Army dated August 29, 1949, and the report of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated June 3, 1949, both approved 
the recommendations of the district engineer regarding the necessity for the 
modification of the existing harbor project by the construction of the detached 
breakwater at an estimated cost of $1,811,000 for construction and $5,000 annn- 
ally for maintenance. 

The foregoing brief summary, we believe, covers the factual situation involved 
in the proposed modification. Mr. Allen, the superintendent of public works 
and a civil engineer. who is also a member of the commission, and myself will 
gladly answer any question which the committee may care to propound. 

In conclusion, we respectfully submit, on behalf of the commission and the city 
of Oswego, that the existing facts merit favorable action on the proposed bill 
now being considered by the committee. 
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Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee of Mr. Mizen ? 

Mr. Macnurowrcz. I should probably ask Colonel Milne this ques- 
tion, but I will ask you since you are on the stand. Is there any local 
participation in this project? 

Mr. Mizen. Not in the detached breakwater, as I understand it. No. 
There is in that addition on the right-hand side. 

I am not an engineer. I am a lawyer. But that is not being 
pressed. That requires local cooperation of the Marathon Corp., 
which operates a great system of plants throughout the area. 

Mr. Macurowrcz. There will be considerable dock improvements, 
I suppose, that will be taken care of by the local interests ? 

Mr. Mizen. If that project is ever undertaken by Congress they 
will have to. Yes. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Do you foresee that the St. Lawrence Waterway 
will increase the traffic to your port considerably ? 

Mr. Mizen. I am one who thinks it will. I have sailed from the 
mouth of the St. Lawrence to Duluth twice. I think the St. Lawrence 
seaway is going to be very beneficial and it will be beneficial to Lake 
Ontario and the commerce on it. Yes. That is the way I feel about 
it. And I might say our Commission has passed resolutions approv- 
ing it. The Common Council of the City of Oswego has passed reso- 
lutions approving the St. Lawrence seaway, and that entire area is in 
favor of it. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Macurowrcz. It certainly does. 

Mr. Anoett. Are there any further questions to the witness? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancoeti. Thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Mizen. Thank you. 

Mr. Anceti. Congressman Kilburn, does the other gentleman de- 
sire to be heard ? 

Mr. Kirsurn. No, sir. I think that covers it. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much. That will conclude the testi- 
mony on this project at this time, and we will proceed to the next 
one. 

Crookep AND InptAn Rivers, Micu. 


Mr. Ancetx. We will now proceed with the next project, which is 
the Crooked and Indian Rivers in Michigan, House Document 142. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with your presentation of this 
project. 

Colonel Mrrne. The report. on the Crooked and Indian Rivers, 
Mich., is contained in House Document No. 142 of the 82d Congress, 
Ist session, as authorized by resolution of the House Rivers and 
Harbors Committee dated October 19, 1945. 

The Crooked and Indian Rivers form the very famous inland water- 
way, which is a series of interconnecting streams and lakes that extends 
some 35 miles across the northern tip of the lower peninsula of Michi- 

gan and enters into Lake Huron at the town of Cheboygan. The area 
surrounding this inland waterway is one predominantly devoted to the 
tourist trade. In the summer the population of that area increases 
tremendously due to the influx of tourists from all over the country. 
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Mr. Aneetx. Will you point out on the small map at the corner just 
where that is? 

Colonel Mrrne. It runs from just east of Lake Michigan at the 
northern tip of the lower peninsula across the peninsula and enters into 
Lake Huron at the town of Cheboygan. It is about 35 miles long. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you. 

Colonel Miwne. On this larger scale map I think you get a much 
better picture of the waterway. You see it is a series of 1: ikes connected 
by the Crooked River and in turn by the Indian River, and through the 
Black River into Cheboygan. 

There is no Federal project authorized for this inland waterway. 
However, we have utilized our emergency authority and in the year 
1948 did a small amount of emergency dredging in an effort to restore 
some of the depths in the Crooked ‘River. 

There is no commercial commerce traversing this waterway. How- 
ever, there is a tremendous number of lake craft. The local pe ople esti- 
mate that as many as 1,200 recreational vessels use that waterway dur- 
ing the summer season. Because of the shoal condition of the water- 
way, the crooked streams and the lack of a clearly defined channel, 
navigation interests have experienced considerable difficulty. For that 
reason local interests have requested that consideration be given to im- 
proving the waterway to make it more useful for the recreational 
vessels. 

They have suggested that consideration be given to providing a 
channel some 7 feet in depth. 

The Chief of Engineers made a careful investigation of the area and 
has come to the conclusion that a modification in the interests of navi- 
gation is economically feasible. However, he does not feel that a chan 
nel 7 feet in depth is needed. He recommends instead that a channel 5 
feet in depth and some 30 feet wide be provided for the inland water- 
way over its entire length. He also recommends that the project be 
known by this name. 

Those recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the State of Michigan, who indicated their concurrence. 
They have likewise been furnished to the Bureau of the Budget, who 
indicated that they had no objection to the transmittal of this report 
to the Congress. 

Based on the original project document the costs were estimated to 
be a Federal cost of $150,850 and a non-Federal cost of $85,000, for a 
total of $235,850. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $225,000 
and a non-Federal cost of $85,000, for a total of $310,000. 

Based on the revised cost estimates the annual charges are estimated 
to be $17,960, of which $3,500 represent an annual maintenance charge. 
Again based on the revised costs the benefit-cost ratio is 1.57 to 1. 

Local cooperation requires the furnishing without cost to the United 
States of all necessary lands, easements, rights of way and suitable 
spoil disposal areas for initial work and for subsequent maintenance 
when and as required; hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project ; estab- 
lish a competent and properly constituted public body empowered to 
control the use and development of boating facilities along the inland 
route; provide and maintain suitable mooring, supply and landing 
facilities which shall be open to all on equal terms; maintain and oper- 
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ate the navigation lock in Cheboygan River in a manner satisfactory 
to the Secretary of the Army; and make a cash contribution of approx- 
imately 36 percent, but not to exceed $85,000 of the first cost af con- 
struction of the project works. 

I would like to return in just a moment to that last item of local con- 
tribution. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with the items 
of local cooperation that I have just mentioned. 

The inland waterway is a historical waterway and it has become 
quite famous as a recreational center. As I said, local interests have 
indicated that it is used by not less than 1,200 vessels. In our study 
we made a sampling of the craft and contacted over 400 individuals 
who owned boats. 

Mr. Anceti. What type of craft use the waterway ¢ 

Colonel Mine. It is recreational craft varying in draft from 2 feet 
to 5 feet. 

Mr. Ancett. Is it limited to recreational craft, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. It is limited to recreational craft, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. What isthe present depth of the channel ¢ 

Colonel Mitnx. The controlling depth is 4 feet, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. How long has it been in existence ¢ 

Colonel Mixne. It isa historical water route, sir. 

Mr. Ancet.. But it required artificial channels connecting the lakes 
originally, did it not ? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. These are natural rivers connecting each 
of these lakes. The drainage of the entire area flows in an easterly 
direction and enters into Lake Huron. It is controlled by a lock which 
was built by private interests at Cheboygan. 

Mr. Ancewi. Originally did the water flow north into the lake 
there ¢ 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. There is no entrance from this waterway 
into Lake Michigan. 

We contacted a number of people who utilized the waterway dur- 
ing the summer season and our study has indicated that, due to this 
shallow depth in the very meandering and crooked stream plus the 
lack of a clearly defined channel, navigation interests are experiencing 
considerable difficulty. They experience extensive damages to their 
vessels each year and cannot make full use of the craft during the sum- 
mer season. 

Our analysis indicated that the benefits that would accrue make 
this improvement economically justified, and accordingly we have 
recommended such improvements. 

Since the document was prepared there has been a change in han- 
dling projects of this type. This change-would require a larger cash 
contribution. The project document shows a cash contribution of 
36 percent, but not to exceed $85,000. Projects now being studied and 
previously discussed with this committee during these present hear- 
ings, show greater local participation. If the new principles were 
applied to this project, the cash contribution would be increased to 66 
percent or approximately 206,000. 

Mr. Anceti. That would exceed the Federal costs ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AncELL. Which is $310,000. 
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Colonel Mitnz. The total cost of this project is $310,000. 

Mr. Ance.y. That is due to the fact that it is used completely for 
recreational craft? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ancexu. Are there any questions by members of the committee ? 

Mr. Macurowicz. You have not contacted the State of Michigan 
authorities on that revision of the figures, have you ? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx, Colonel, may I ask, is the Chief of Engineers recom- 
mending that this project be approved and requiring that additional 
contribution by the local interests ¢ 

Colonel Minne. To be consistent with recent recommendations 
made to the committee, the local cash contribution would be increased 
to 66 percent. 

Mr. Ancetyi. Again, what amount in dollars is that, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mitne. That would be roughly $206,000. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Anceiti. Yes, Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. Is this a rather fast-flowing stream through there? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. It is not. The drainage area of the 
Crooked River, is a flat marshy land. It is not a fast-falling stream. 

Mr. Warts. The deepening of the channel, then, will not affect the 
flow of the water out of Lake Michigan, will it, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mitne. It will not, sir. In the first place, Mr. Watts, there 
is no connection between Lake Michigan and this inland waterway. 
The flow of water is entirely local dre ainage not influenced by Lake 
Michigan. Furthermore, the flow of water out of this inland water- 
way is controlled by a lock at the mouth of the Cheboygan River. 

Mr. Warrs. In other words, you do not go by boat from Lake Mich 
igan ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. You cannot go from Lake Michigan into the In- 
land Waterway. You can come through Lake Huron. 

Mr. Warts. Yes. I thought it looked like there was a direct con- 
nection. 

Colonel Mune. No, sir. There is not. 

Mr. Warts. If some boats that are on there draw a draft of 5 feet, 
would a 5-foot channel be sufficient to take care of them ? 

Colonel Mitne. The majority of the boats have drafts of less than 
5 feet. There are some boats that have as much as 5, and a few that 
have more than 5. But the greater part of the using craft could 
utilize and would utilize a 5-foot channel. 

Mr. Warrs. Would it be necessary to do any dredging in the lakes? 

Colonel Miznz. Very little sir. The dredging would be confined 
almost entirely to the Crooked River and Indian River. A little 
dredging in Mullett Lake, but most of the lakes are rather deep. I 
believe Crooked Lake has a depth in places of 1,000 feet. 

Mr. Warrs. Is the silting up of the parts you dredge presenting any 
problem ¢ 

Colonel Mitnr. We believe it would require annual maintenance. 
We estimate $6,000 a year as an annual maintenance which should 
keep the inland waterway open to the 5-foot depth. 

Mr. Warts. Would there be any local contribution on the annual 
maintenance? 
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Colonel Mrine. In computing the local cash contribution we have 
considered the annual Federal maintenance. And the local contribu- 
tion does include their proportionate share of maintenance. 

Mr. Warrs. You mean the 66 percent would take care of the main- 
tenance from now on? 

Mr. Anceti. Colonel Milne, did I understand you to say that craft 
at the present time cannot proceed from Lake Michigan clear through 
to Lake Huron ? 

Colonel Minune. No, sir. Not through the inland waterway. And 
they would not be able to under the recommendations of this project 
either. 

Mr. Ancei. But there would be a channel all the way through, 
wouldn’t there? 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. It would run from Lake Huron through 
the Crooked River and end at Burt Lake. 

Mr. Anceti. And there is no channel from there on into Lake 
Michigan ? 

Colonel Mitnz. No, sir. There is none. 

Mr. Anceti. And none contemplated ? 

Colonel Miunr. None contemplated. 

Mr. Ancetw. Is there a natural waterway or stream through there 
now ¢ 

Colonel Miitnr. There is no connection at all between the inland 
waterway and Lake Michigan. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Warts. I want to ask one. 

You say the average depth of the channel now is 4 feet ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes. 

Mr. Warrs. Is it less than that in some places ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. That is the controlling depth, 4 feet. 

Mr. Warts. How many boats out of the 1,200 use a draft of over 
4 feet? 

Colonel Miine. This will not answer your question specifically 
but it may give you some idea. In 1949, something in excess of 2,000 
vessel trips; 2 were of drafts in excess of 5 feet, and 14 were over 
+t feet 11 inches. 

Mr. Warts. But we do not know what was over the 4 feet ? 

Colonel Mine. I have no data on that. On 5 feet and over I only 
have 2 vessel trips. 

Mr. Warrs. That was probably brought about by the fact that 
that they could not make it. 

Colonel Mine. We studied the provision of a deeper channel of 
7 feet, but it was not in our opinion economically justified. 

Mr. Warrs. I was wondering if there was enough traffic of boats 
over 4 feet in draft. I assume you investigated that to determine 
whether or not it was justifiable to extend the money to deepen it. 
If you have only a few boats that are going to use it that is one 
thing, but if you have many that is another | thing. 

Colonel Mite. As a matter of fact, in our study of the 7-foot chan- 
nel we discussed that very thoroughly with local interests, pointing 
out what a 7-foot channel would cost, and the lack of justifics ation. 
It was the unanimous opinion of local interests that a 5-foot channel 
would adequately serve the needs of the bulk of the using craft. 





3 
J 
} 




















































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 337 


Mr. Warts. It is your opinion 4 feet would serve the bulk of the 
boats now using it? 

Colonel Mitne. Four feet? No, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Aneextx. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne‘ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnceLi. We thank you, Colonel. 

Senator Potter has requested permission to have his testimony in- 
serted in the record at this point. He is unable to be present at this 
time but may be here later. Without objection, his testimony will 
be extended at this point in the record. 

(The statement of Senator Potter is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR CHARLES BH. Porrer (REPUBLICAN OF 
MICHIGAN ) RE CROOKED AND INDIAN Rivers, MICH., PRoJEcT 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for the opportunity to reiterate my strong 
feelings in favor of the immediate development of Michigan’s famous inland 
water route. 

It is a well-known fact that our economy in northern Michigan is mainly 
dependent upon the tourist trade. Not so many years ago, and for many years 
before that, the inland route, with its interlocking streams and lakes, was one 
of our greatest tourist attractions. At one time, steamers carried thousands of 
summer vacationers through this scenic paradise from Conway on Crooked 
Lake to Cheboygan on Lake Huron and return. Hundreds of pleasure craft ply 
our Great Lakes, taking advantage of the safety provided by our chain of 
refuge harbors. When they get into our vacation land they seek to leave the 
big water and go into our smaller inland lakes for an extended vacation. Craft 
owners have been pressing for improvements to the inland route for the past 
decade. Many resort hotels and private summer homes are located in the area 
with a large State park along the south shore of Burt Lake. Public and private 
docks as well as marine railways for servicing and storing recreational craft are 
among the facilities available on this waterway. 

In view of the importance of the foregoing and because of existing marine 
hazards, such as shoals, poorly defined channels, and the absence of aids to navi 
gation, we are in urgent need of improved facilities. These improvements would 
not involve a heavy expenditure on the part of the Federal Government. On the 
contrary, so strong are our interests to improve the inland route that we and 
many of our summer vacationers have over the past 8 years put aside a sizable 
fund to help underwrite this imperative and much needed development. You 
are familiar with the recommendations of the Corps of Army Engineers on this 
project. The total cost of the project is indeed nominal in relation to the eco- 
nomic benefits which would result for northern Michigan. Our major concern 
at the moment is to obtain the approval of this committee and get things under- 
way. Other proponents who will speak here today will give your committee de- 
tailed information as to rights-of-way and attendant requirements. We may be 
confident of wholehearted local cooperation. 

This small investment will improve the scenic beauty of our great inland 
water route; it will remove existing navigation difficulties, and, most important, 
it will increase the economy of the area from threefold to tenfold. I, there 
fore, respectfully urge that this committee give this project its most prompt 
and favorable consideration. 

I should like to have incorporated into the record a letter from Mr. Charles T. 
Lathers, president, Inland Water Route Improvement Association, Inc. 


PerosKey, Micu., February 6, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Potter: We understand that the improvement of the Inland 
Waterway is coming up for a hearing before the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House of Representatives, some time next week. 

There is now, and has been from the beginning, keen interest among, not only 
local people, but our good resorters, in having this improvement completed. We 
feel that this project is somewhat different than the usual waterway develop- 
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ment, in that the money involved is not entirely supplied by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. As you know, considerable moneys were contributed by people inter- 
ested in the project locally, as out-and-out donations, also the Michigan State 
Waterways Commission are contributing a large amount they receive from 
taxation on various kinds of watercraft operated in Michigan. It would be in- 
deed opportune and would help materially to the economy of this locality, should 
this project be started in the near future, so as to absorb some of the unemployed 
who are now returning from the industrial communities. 

For your information, we think it is very much in order to compliment the 
office of the Corps of Army Engineers who prepared House Document No. 142, 
of the 82d Congress, Ist session, because their report covers the project in a 
most excellent and comprehensive manner. 

Our kindest regards, we remain 

CHARLES T’. LATHERS, 
President. 
J. J. HARRINGTON, 
Vice President. 

Mr. Anceti. We have with us our colleague from Michigan, Mr. 
Knox, who is very much interested in this project. 

Congressman Knox, we will be very happy to hear from you at 


this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. VICTOR A. KNOX, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


. Knox. Mr. Chairman, my name is Victor A, Knox, Representa- 
tive of i 11th Congressional District of Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am greatly in- 
siete in the project which has been mentioned because of its his- 
toric value and because of the great recreational center into which it 
has been developed. I have had occasion to go through the Cheboygan 
lock and on up through the entire channel on an inspection tour 
with the Department of Conservation of Michigan and with the 
waterways commission, and also members of the Coast Guard. We 
had Captain Moore from the Cleveland office who was with us on 
this trip. There was a lot of interest shown by Captain Moore and 
the conservation department, and also the Michigan Waterways 
Commission. Since that time there has been considerable thought 
given to the possibility of improving the waterway. Also by the 
improvement of the waterway we would have some jurisdiction over 
it by the United States Coast Guard. I believe this would be very 
essential to the welfare of the people who use the waterway. 

We have had some serious accidents on this particular waterway. 
As far as the damage to vessels is concerned, it 1s very true that sev- 
eral people from the metropolitan area of Michigan and of course 
down in the Ohio have summer homes in the area and have crusiers 
which they naturally want to bring over into Mullett Lake or Burt 
Lake, where they have some use of their boats. But they have de- 
clined to bring their boats in there in most instances because of the 
great damage which has been caused to vessels that have come in. 

The question that has been raised relative to local contribution is 
rather disturbing tome. The Board of Supervisors of Emmet County 
and the Board of Supervisors of C heboygan County have made cash 
contributions along with the business interests in the area, and they 
have deposited that money to the extent of $30,000 with the State of 
Michigan, showing their good faith and their participation from the 
local level in the improvement of this waterway. 
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If I recall properly, I believe that the Michigan ee Com- 
mission has set aside some $61,000 for this partic ular project. 

There is one thing I do hope that you bear in mind. That is, this 
particular area is not an area of rich farming districts or one that is 
timbered, but it is cutover lands. Thereby the Government owns the 
greatest share of the property in the area. Therefore there is no 
possible chance to tax that property to get revenue for a greater 
contribution. 

Many projects that are in the offing today are going to add greatly 
to the use of this particular waterway. I mention the proposed bridge 
across the Straits of Mackinac that is undoubtedly going to bring a 
terrific amount of traffic into the area. When the people come there 
they will be enthusiastic about the possibilities of using it as a resort 
area. 

All of these things are coming in the future and have now been 
authorized. The bonds have been sold for the construction of the 
bridge, which will be the longest suspension bridge in the world, at 
the Straits of Mackinae, and I can see great possibilities of further 
development of our waterway. The necessity to do so brings about the 
fact that we today as far as our highways are concerned are possibly 
driving 1954 automobiles on about 1940 highways. So we have a cer- 
tain segment of our traveling public that are looking to some other 
form of transportation, just the same as back in the early days when 
we had horse and buggies there was that one segment of our people 
that went to automobile transportation. That rapidly grew aad grew 
until now everyone is riding our highways on rubber. I believe this 
segment of people will go to great lengths in order to get away from 
the great impact that is being imposed upon our highway systems in 
Michigan. 

The question of local participation again is one that I think there 
is some ceiling on as to how far they can go. Therefore I do feel with 
its historic value and with the wonderful recreational area that would 
develop, it certainly would be in the best interests of my Nation that 
they should make a greater contribution than has been proposed here 
by the colonel. 

The fact that the Corps of Engineers have recognized it as a possi- 
bility for their participation leads me to believe that great study must 
have been made. 

I do not know from where 66 percent of the total cost of the project 
could be forthcoming. It certainly would have to be explored. It 
was news to me this morning to find the Corps of Engineers were now 
recommending to this committee that the local level should contribute 
66 percent when they have negotiated this proposed waterway with 
the waterway commission and local interests and have never men- 
tioned it. 

[ assure you, Mr. Chairman, that I am greatly interested in it and I 
think it is one of the finest projects that possibly could ever be devel- 
oped for the area and for the people of the Nation who would use it. 

I have a prepared statement which I should like to file with the 
committee for insertion in the record. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, that will be granted and it will be 
inserted at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Knox is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF HoN. Victor A. KNox, A REPEBSENTATVIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to recommend the improvement of Crooked and Indian 
Rivers, in Michigan, and connecting lakes and channels, to provide a channel 
5 feet deep below the surface of the water when Crooked Lake, Burt, and 
Mullett Lakes are at low-water datum, and generally 30 feet wide with neces- 
sary widening at the bends. This would be from Conway at the west end of 
Crooked Lake to the navigation lock in Cheboygan River with suitable jetties 
at the head of Indian River, and in Pickerel Channel from Pickerel Lake to 
Crooked Lake, in accordance with the plan of the district engineer and with 
such modifications as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers. 

This project is desired by my constituents in this area so that a safe channel 
will be provided for all the recreational boats, except sailboats, that now cruise 
in these waters, and for a large number of craft from Lake Huron that may 
be expected to visit the inland route to take advantage of the scenic beauty of 
these waters. I know that the improved navigation facilities would enhance 
the recreational industry and land values in that region. This improved water 
would be used almost exclusively by privately owned recreational craft. 

The estimated cost to the United States Corps of Engineers is $150,850 for 
construction and $3,000 annually for maintenance. It is understood, of course, 
that no work of construction for the project shall be done until local interests 
have given assurances of certain factors satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Army. They are: 

1. Make a case contribution of 36 percent, and not to exceed $85,000 of the 
first cost of constructing the channels and jetties. 

2. Establish a competent and properly constituted public body empowered to 
regulate the use, growth, and free development of boating facilities along the 
project channels, with the understanding that such facilities shall be open to all 
on equal terms. 

3. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way, including suitable spoil-disposal areas when and if required, for con- 
struction and maintenance of the project. 

4. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
and subsequent maintenance of the improvement. 

5. Provide and maintain without cost to the United States necessary moor- 
ing facilities and utilities, including public landings with suitable supply facili- 
ties, open to all on equal terms. 

6. Make necessary arrangements that the owners of the lock on the Cheboy- 
gan River agree to maintain and operate this lock in a manner satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Army and agree that any increase in tolls be subject to his 
approval. 

I understand that the district engineer has concluded that this improvement 
for navigation is economically justified, and that he has recommended that a 
Federal project be adopted for the Crooked and Indian Rivers and their con- 
necting lakes and channels. 

I agree, of course, that this project would be and is justified for my people 
who live in this area, and request that you members of this committee give 
favorable consideration to the proposed inland route. 


Mr. Ancetu. I want to say to my colleague, as I said a moment ago, 
that we are very happy to have had you with us and we thank you for 


your statement. 

May I ask you what method is used to raise the $85,000 which was 
suggested in the original report for the local contribution ? 

Mr. Knox. That was afl-indipsive with the Michigan Waterways 


Commission. The local level have already deposited $30,000 with 
the waterways commission assuring them of their participation in the 
project. 

Mr. Ancett. That was raised by local taxation ? 

Mr. Knox. Not all of it. Some of it has been contributed by busi- 
nessmen and resort owners in the area, but the Board of Supervisors 
of Emmet and Cheboygan Counties have made a cash contribution. 
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Mr. AnceLL. Is there any State contribution ¢ 

Mr. Knox. Yes. The Michigan Waterways Commission, which is 
a State agency, according to the information I have has agr “eed to set 
aside $61,000 for this project. So the total will be $91,000 that has 
now been set aside by the State of Michigan and local interests for 
the project. 

Mr. ANGELL. On what is the economy of this area based ? 

Mr. Knox. On the tourist industry, mainly. There is some small 
industry in the area. 

Mr. Ancet. Is it an agricultural area? 

Mr. Knox. Not to any g “great extent. There is some farming area in 
the overall northern tip of the lower peninsula of Michigan, “but it is 
not great at all. It was a lumbering area and of course the land, after 
the timber was taken off, was let go for taxes. The State of Mich- 
igan acquired it and the State of Michigan and the Federal Govern- 
ment continually exchange the lands. I am unable to say what acre- 
age it is. 

Mr. Anceuu. A great deal of the timber has been cut off and the land 
was largely left to go back to the State for taxes ? 

Mr. Kwox. That is right. And the State of Michigan is not sell- 
ing any of this property which borders on any lake or stream. They 
are conserving that for the use of the public. 

Mr. Ance.yt. Do you have any reforestation planting done there? 

Mr. Knox. Yes; we have. Not in that particular area as much as 
we have in other sections of the northern part of Michigan. But 
there issome. Yes. 

Mr. AnoewL. Is the land that has gone back to public ownership 
owned by the counties or the State? 

Mr. Knox. By the State. The counties do not participate in tax- 
delinquent lands. 

Mr. Anocett. Would there be any method of raising this additional 
contribution by State contributions to 66 percent, amounting to 
$206,000 ? 

Mr. Knox. I am not in a position to answer that question, Mr. 
Chairman. I wish I were. If I had known it was going to be brought 
up here today I certainly would have attempted to get some informa- 
tion on it. But I do not know from where it would be forthcoming. 

Mr. Aneett. May I say if you desire to extend your remarks on 
that point or any other point you have covered, without objection 
you will have that permission. 

Mr. Knox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I request that my remarks 
that I have made here become a part of the record, and also the pre- 
pared statement that I have left with the clerk. 

Mr. Ance.t. That will be permitted. Are there any questions by 
members of the committee? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Are you prepared to say to what extent this 
$91,000 or $93,000 which is now available for local participation, could 
be increased ? 

Mr. Knox. No; I am not able to make a statement on that ques- 
tion, because it was my opinion after reading the documents sub- 
mitted to the waterways commission that the share to which the local 
level and the State should participate, had been determined. But 
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apparently from the testimony here this morning I would say it has 
not been determined. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Do you feel because of the fact that this is some- 
thing new to you that you would like the opportunity of having some 
one else heard on this matter of local participation ? 

Mr. Knox. Yes. I very much should. If it is permissible I would 
like to have a representative of the Michigan Waterways Commission 
here, or give me an opportunity to talk to them to find out as to 
whether or not there could be additional funds brought forward. 

I also would like to contact the local level on this question. I feel 
they were sincere when they went into it and made their cash deposits 
with the waterways commission which was required at that time as far 
as local participation was concerned. 

Mr. Avanex: The committee will be glad to have you do that and 
supply the committee with that information, which will be placed in 
the record. 

Mr. Knox. Mr. Chairman, if it is permissible I should like to ask 
the colonel representing the Corps of Engineers a question. 

Mr. Anoeti. That will be permissible. Colonel Milne, the Con- 
gressman desires to ask you a question. 

Mr. Kwox. On this point of the revision of the local participation, 
when was that agreed upon as far as the Corps of Engineers was con- 
cerned ¢ 

Colonel Minne. The original ? 

Mr. Kwox. The original and also the latest revision of the estimated 
amount of participation. 

Colonel Mizne. The report is dated February 1, 1950. I think per- 
haps it would be well, Mr. Chairman, if I made a few remarks about 
local contribution. 

Mr. Aneetxi. The committee would be glad to have you do that. 

Colonel Mizne. Perhaps I have not been very clear either to Con- 

gressman Knox or to the committee. What I have said earlier does 
not constitute a recommendation that the local contribution be in- 
creased to 66 percent in lieu of the amount stated in the document, 
which said something in the neighborhood of 36 percent. What I was 
attempting to point out for the benefit of the committee was that since 
the time this report was prepared and submitted to the Congress there 
has been a change in methods of computing the degree of local 
participation. 

Reports that have already been considered by your committee in 
these present sessions utilized for the most part the new formula. It 
would be a matter for congressional determination as to whether or 
not this old report which is now in front of the committee should be 
changed to make it consistent with the formula that is now being 
utilized; or whether the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in the report should be followed. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Colonel, do you recommend that the original 
recommendations be followed that provide for a cash contribution 
of approximately 36 percent ? 

Colonel Mrtne. Those recommendations are based on the formula 
we were using at that time. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Are you prepared now to recommend that that 
formula be kept in this project ? 
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Colonel Mitne. The new formula we have been using for the last 
2 years. This is the first time we have had an opportunity to present 
it to this committee. It seems to me, sir, that this is a matter for con- 
gressional determination rather than determination by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Mr. Macurowicz. What I am trying to find out is, is this new 
formula retroactive, or does that apply only to projects which have 
not yet been reported on ? 

Colonel Mitne. The formula is applying to all projects that are 
‘spar g being considered by the corps. Whether or not it should 
ve retroactive is a matter for you to decide. It has been 4 years since 
there has been an omnibus bill. Many of these reports were prepared 
3 or 4 years ago under the old formula. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Just one more question. If the Congress were to 
consider the old formula in this case, how many other similar projects 
which are now being considered by us would be affected ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. We have testified on four projects so far in these 
hearings, which involve recreational benefits. 

Mr. Macurowicz. In which the formula has been changed ? 

Colonel Mitne. In which the new formula might apply. 

Mr. Macurowrcz. How much is the total amount involved there, 
would you say, as far as the local participation is concerned, approxi- 
mately ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The only project affected is the Crooked and Indian 
Rivers. 

Mr. Ance.yt. May I interrupt to ask is the old formula being used 
on any of the projects that this committee is currently considering? 

Colonel Miine. Other than the one presently before you I know 
of no project that is utilizing the old formula. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, CHIEF, PROJECT DEVELOP- 
MENT BRANCH, OFFICE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, I may be able to throw a little light 
on that. There were a number of reports with the Bureau of the 
Budget at the time there was an agreement reached on the new 
formula. 

Mr. Ancett. With whom was that agreement reached ? 

Mr. Brennan. With the Bureau of the Budget, sir. It was de- 
veloped by the Corps of Engineers over a period of 5 or 6 years 
after very careful study by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors and the Chief of Engineers. At the time the agreement was 
reached within the Corps of Engineers the matter was presented to 
the Bureau of the Budget and they agreed with the new Soomede and 
new policy. 

Mr. Ancett. When was that ? 

Mr. Brennan. In 1950, sir, and modified in 1951. 

Mr. Ancexi. And since that time you have used the new formula 
on all projects ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. And more than that, the Bureau of the 
Budget requested us to take back a number of reports which were then 
pending with the Bureau of the Budget, and which had been based 
on the old formula, including such reports as Shilshole Bay in Wash- 
ington. We took the reports back and revised them in accordance 
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with the new formula and resubmitted them to the Bureau of the 
Budget. They will now come before this committee at this session 
based on the new formula. 

Mr. Aneett. Why was this project not taken back and revised? 

Mr. Brennan. This project was submitted to the Congress prior 
to the last flood-control and river-and-harbor bill. The report was 
dated February 1950, and as you recall the last bill was May 17, 1950. 

Mr. Macurowrrz. That is the point I am trying to get at. Under 
the agreement which you reached with the Bureau of the Budget, as 
you say, was not this project excluded? Wasn't that still to be con- 
sidered under the old formula ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Bureau of the Budget did not make any state- 
ment with respect to projects which had already been submitted to the 
Congress. They-requested us to recompute the local contribution on 
the reports pending before them, but they made no statement on the 
reports already before the Congress. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Was this report submitted before that date? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knox. Mr. Chairman, may I proceed ? 

Mr. Ancett. You may proceed, Mr. Knox. 

Mr. Knox. In listening to the colonel’s statement where he uses the 
word “formula” I do not see in all sincerity that it is practical to use 
a rigid formula regardless of what you are dealing with. I have stated 
that in the area which this historical waterway embraces, that a great 
majority of the land is owned by Government, and there is no source 
of revenue derived from that land that could be used for the local con- 
tribution. 

Mr. Anoeti. May I ask if local contribution is to be based on the 
benefits derived by the area, and if a large percentage is owned by the 
Federal Government too, should not the Federal Government make its 
contribution based on its own share, as a local contribution ? 

Mr. Knox. I would say that would be very fair, because of the fact 
that the State of Michigan has adopted a very rigid policy of not offer- 
ing for sale the public lands that border on any lakes or streams. They 
preserve it for the general public. The overall public has access to it, 
to go in and use that property for recreational purposes. To this I 
am not opposed. I think it is very fine, but at the same time, when the 
Government makes those provisions relative to the lands they own 
they should assume some of the responsibilities. 

As far as the Federal Forest Service and the State of Michigan 
Conservation Service are concerned, they are closely related and every 
day they are trading and negotiating land back and forth between 
them, from one agency to the other. I only hope and pray that this 
committee will take those questions and consider them carefully before 
they make a final determination as to what responsibility should rest 
on the local level. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further questions of Mr. Knox? 

Mr. Knox. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask a question of Mr. Knox and some 
of the others here. I believe you stated or I heard you say that the 
land along there was retained by the State, that is, along the rivers 
and waterways? 

Mr. Knox. I am unable to say what portion of the land is retained 
by the Government. However, the Government has owned it and 
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ever since the inception of the land policy in Michigan because they 
have not sold that land to private industry. ’ 

Mr. Warts. What I was driving at is I understood there was quite 
a development of recreational facilities there, such as camps, and so on. 

Mr. Knox. Yes, sir. It is tremendous. 

Mr. Warrs. Do the land fees all belong to the people or do they have 
a lease arrangement ? 

Mr. Knox. In some cases there are lease arrangements. The Fed- 
eral Government today takes it into consideration. Let us say there 
is a lot 100 by 150 feet bordering a lake or a river. They would take 
the value of the land held by private industry and base it on a 30- 
year period and determine as to what that lease should cost each year. 

It is somewhat flexible. I know in some places where they get $35 
a year for a lot and in other places they receive $25 a lot. The person 
who has the use permit builds his building and has a firm permit to 
use the property for a period of 30 years. 

That is the way they operate. I am unable to say, though, how 
much is owned by private capital. 

Mr. Warts. I think that would determine the ability of the local 
people, in a certain sense, to contribute to the improvement. If they 
owned the property they would be in a better position to expend some 
of their funds in contributing to the building of whatever was re- 
quired than if they were merely tenants. 

In other words, I cannot see why anybody who had a lease on a 
piece of property for a period of time would be as willing to invest 
money in it as he would if he owned the fee. That was the reason 
why I asked you the question. Are the improvements along there 
pretty general over the whole area ? 

Mr. Knox. Yes, sir. Very much so. Of course, this inland water- 
way comes out into Mullett Lake which is shown on the map, and 
also on to Burt Lake, which are the two large lakes. This is a very 
fine development as far as a resort area is concerned. In fact, Senator 
Potter has his summer home on Mullett Lake which is just outside of 
Cheboygan. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

Mr. Anceiy. Isthere hunting and fishing in the area? 

Mr. Knox. Yes,sir. Very good fishing. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there deer in the area? 

Mr. Knox. Yes. And that is one of the reasons why our conserva- 
tion department in Michigan has dedicated all of this land to the 
public, so that there cannot be a fence put around it which would 
deprive the general public of its use. 

Mr. Aneexu. Are there fur-bearing animals there ? 

Mr. Knox. Some. Not too many in that particular area. 

Mr. Warrs. I want to ask the gentleman from the Corps of Engi- 
neers about the difference in policy. What was the policy before the 
change, Mr. Brennan ? 

Mr. Brennan. The policy, sir, was based upon a determination by 
the district engineer Who was writing the particular report as to the 
proper amount of local cooperation which in his judgment should be 
required. There was no set standard. It varied with the number of 
boats and the value of the boats. 

For that reason the efforts leading to the establishment of a firm 
policy were undertaken. 
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Mr. Warts. Is there a different policy fixed where the benefits are 
principally recreational as compared to where they are principally 
commercial ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. Very definitely. Briefly, the recreational 
policy requires local interests to pay 50 percent of the cost of the im- 
provement. 

Mr. Warts. On recreational ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. Where all of the traffic is recreational. 

Mr. Warts. If that is true, why is it being called upon to pay 66 per- 
cent in this particular case ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is because of the capitalized maintenance. 

Mr. Warrs. You are taking the maintenance into consideration in 
arriving at your 66 percent ? 

Mr. Brennan. ‘That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. Under the old formula what was the general practice in 
regard to recreational streams? 

Mr. Brennan. The old formula provided for a determination by 
the district engineer, as I said, and it was considered under this 
eral responsibility. The major change in this report came about be- 
cause it was later determined that the item of dam: iges to recreational 
craft and the benefits derived from preventing that ‘dam: age should be 
distributed 50-50 between the local interests and the Government. 

Mr. Warts. You say that change in the policy occurred in 19504 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. The basic policy in 1950 and the modifica- 
tion regarding damage in 1951. 

Mr. Wartrs. What time in 1951? 

Mr. Brennan. The circular letter by the Corps of Engineers was 
issued on the 9th of March 1951. That was with respect to the estab- 
lishment of the policy concerning damage to recreational craft. The 

original small boat formula, so- called, was established in 1950. That 
was the basic policy that was agreed to by the Bureau of the Budget 
after its issuance by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Warts. You say it occurred in 1951. 

Mr. Brennan. The “damage to recreational craft” policy occurred 

1951. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That was by action of the Army engineers ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. When was it approved by the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Brennan. There was no formal letter of approval. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget concurred in our treatment of recreational craft 
damage in reports we submitted after that time which, of course, in- 
dicated its general approval. 

Mr. Warts. The reason why I was asking these questions is this 
letter of transmittal from the Department of the Army, as I read it, 
is dated May 17, 1951, and in this report it provides for $85,000. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. The Bureau of the Budget’s 
letter in the same document on page 2 was dated May 2, 1951. 

Mr. Warts. They still hold to the $85,000 rather than the larger 
contribution, do they not? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. They did not pick up that point 
because it took some time after the issuance of our circular letter in 
March of 1951 before the policy was recognized and accepted by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 
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Mr. Warts. Of course, I have not been to all the meetings of this 
committee, but is this the first time this committee has had its atten- 
tion called to the change? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. As specifically as now. There has been 
testimony given on earlier reports before this committee. 

Mr. Warts. At this particular hearing. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. At these hearings, which involve the use 
of the so-called small boat formula. But questioning did not develop 
that brought out the points that are being brought out today. 

Mr. Warts. Do you have a document or letter, or something that 
sets up that formula ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. There is a circular letter issued by the 
Corps of Engineers. It is one of February 5, 1950, which was the 
basic policy, and a supplementary one on the 9th of March 1951 which 
dealt with the matter of damage to recreational craft being split 50-50. 

Mr. Warts. I suppose one reason why this committee has not heard 
of it is because we have not had an omnibus bill for some time. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. I would like to mention also the 
Bureau of the Budget’s circular dated December 31, 1952, known as 
A-47, and I think you gentlemen are familiar with it, which does not 
specifically speak of the small boat formula but which does go into 
the matter of increased local participation in Federal projects ‘of this 
nature. 

Mr. Warts. That was when ? 

Mr. Brennan. December 31, 1952. 

Mr. Anoewu. Mr. Brennan, will you insert in the record at this point 
those three letters ? 


Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 
(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., February 3, 1950. 

Subject: Evaluating benefits and allocating costs of small-boat harbor and chan- 
nel projects. 

To: Division engineers; district engineers, except district engineer, Tullahoma 
district; President, Beach Erosion Board; resident member, Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors. 

1. In the interests of consistent presentation of recommended projects to the 
Bureau of the Budget and to Congress, special procedures are outlined herein for 
examination and survey reports in which benefits are credited from ‘“‘commerce” 
as defined in the act approved February 10, 1932 (47 Stat. 42, 33 U. S. C. 541), to 
“include the use of waterways by seasonal passenger craft, yachts, houseboats, 
fishing boats, motorboats, and other similar watercraft whether or not operated 
for hire.” 

2. Recommendations in reports heretofore submitted have been in general 
formulated with individual methods devised by reporting officers within their 
interpretation of orders and regulations. The result has been the development 
of a variety of procedures, creating inconsistency or at least the appearance of 
inconsistency in the presentation of reports on small-boat projects to the Bureau 
of the Budget and to the Congress. The need for adopting a uniform policy is 
obvious. 

8. The fundamental problem involved in preparing reports on small-boat harbor 
and channel projects is the evaluation of benefits from recreational boating and 
noncommercial fishing. Other problems of almost equal significance and diffi- 
culty involve distinctions between recreational and commercial benefits, alloca- 
tion of costs between Federal and non-Federal interests, and definition of the 
facilities to be provided by local interests, including determination of the extent 
to which these should be considered as a contribution to the cost of the project. 
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These problems have been under active study by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, with assistance from representatives of the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers and numerous field agencies, for some time. A wide variety 
of office and field studies have been made covering different aspects of the sub- 
ject. The procedures worked out from these studies are by no means final, but 
they provide a reasonably simple, sound, and workable basis for evaluating recre- 
ational benefits and apportioning local contributions in monetary terms. They 
are therefore approved for use in all survey reports involving small-boat harbor 
and channel projects until the results suggest desirable modifications. Until such 
time, the Board will find survey reports of small-boat harbors incorporating these 
procedures acceptable insofar as recreational projects are concerned. 

4. Four principal areas of agreement have been developed. They are as 
follows: 

(a) Recreational benefits cannot be formulated with mathematical precision 
but must be considered on a reasonable basis which can be logically explained 
and supported. 

(b) The gross amount individuals or groups are willing to spend for recrea- 
tion, or the computed return on the amount invested in recreation if invested in 
commercial enterprises, are not acceptable bases for consideration. Furthermore, 
profits to boatbuilders and increase taxes or revenue to local interests are not 
to be included as benefits in determining economic justification. 

(c) The basis generally considered most logical for the development of a 
benefit computation is the net return on the depreciated investment in boats as 
received by owners of for-hire vessels, after all expenses have been paid. 

(d) In arriving at a percentage to apply to the fleet investment as an expres- 
sion of recreational benefit the following factors will be considered : 

(1) The estimated net return on for-hire basis under local conditions. 

(2) The percentages adopted will reflect for different type craft the considera- 
tion of the number of persons enjoying the respective craft, with greater weight 
being given to craft having the smaller per-passenger investment. 

5. Studies of boating practices in several parts of the country have been made, 
and it is indicated that the net return as above defined varies between 6 and 15 
percent. The several steps of the computation are outlined as follows : 

Step 1—Enumerate craft using the existing harbor facilities by classes; for 
example, cruisers, inboards, auxiliary sailboats, sailboats, and outboards. 

Step 2.—Determine for each class the average depreciated value of each vessel 
over its service life. Assuming straight-line depreciation; this will usually be 
one-half of the average value new. 

Step 3.—Assign percentage of net annual return for hire (recreational value) 
that could be assumed to accrue to each class of boats if ideal harbor conditions 
were available for each class. In studies of boating practices in several parts of 
the country, this has been found to vary between 6 and 15 percent. By types of 


vessel, the appropriate range of percentage returns is approximately as follows: 
Outboards, 10-15 percent. 


Sailboats, 8-12 percent. 

Inboards, 8—12 percent. 

Cruisers, 6—9 percent. 

Auxiliary sailboats, 6-9 percent. 
Little data are available on auxiliary sailboats, which are seldom rented or 
chartered. However, the investment per passenger carried is high. The varia- 
tion in percentages given for each type of boat permits leeway to fit local 
conditions such as length of season, concentration of population, availability and 
cost of alternate types of outdoor recreation, cost of access to other small-boat 
harbors, and income range of the using public. In the case of locally based craft 
that are cruising during a substantial part of the season, the percentages of 
benefit attributed to the base port should also be reduced to account for the fact 
that part of the recreational benefits are made possible by the improvement of 
other harbors and channels. The cruiser is probably the type most likely to be 
affected, and in the event that long-range cruising resulted in absence from home 
port without return for, say, as long as one-half the boating season, the maximum 
recreational factor would be taken as 50 percent of the 6 or up to 9 percent shown 
above. It is believed that in most cases the fleets to be accommodated will be 
balanced and will consist almost entirely of the types referred to above. In rela- 
tively rare cases, one or two yachts of the larger and deeper draft class may 
enter into the picture in the consideration of a truly small-boat harbor. This 
type, however, is few in number, normally has its home base at a port where 
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channels have been provided for deeper draft commercial ships, and is given to 
long-range cruising between deepwater ports. These large, luxurious pleasure 
craft should be excluded from consideration unless an actual need can be estab- 
lished for providing facilities for the larger craft in the harbor under con- 
sideration. 

Step 4.—Determine for each kind of boat the extent to which existing facilities 
restrict full realization of recreational benefits. For example, the present chan- 
nels and anchorages may be adequate for all outboards now based at a harbor, in 
which case proposed improvements would not result in any benefits to existing 
outboards. Larger boats, on the other hand, may now be forced to wait for tides 
to get into or out of the present anchorage, and therefore, it may be estimated 
that they are now receiving only 75 percent of the benefits that will be attainable 
after the proposed improvements are made. The difference between returns thus 
estimated on the proposed and on the existing facilities will be a measure of the 
value of the improvements to the existing fleet. 

Step 5.—Estimate the number of new boats by classes that may be expected to 
base at or use the harbor if improved, and estimate their average depreciated 
value by classes over their service life. 

Step 6.—Apply the full value of the percentages selected within the brackets 
given in step 3 to all classes of boats listed from step 5. The sum of these benefits 
represents the annual benefits to the new fleet if the harbor is improved. 

Step 7.—Transient craft can usually be converted to an equivalent number of 
permanently based craft in terms of boat-days. The application of the per- 
centages used in step 6 will give the expected benefits to transient craft. For 
example, if there are 200 days in the season, a boat based at the harbor results 
in 200 boat-days that the harbor and facilities are in use. Then if 100 transient 
craft spent an average of 2 days in port there would result 200 boat-days or the 
equivalent of 1 harbor-based craft. In view of the percentage reduction in 
benefits attributed to home-based boats on cruise, indicated in step 8 above, this 
procedure involves no duplication in benefits. There are circumstances where 
a special evaluation of benefits to transient vessels may be justified when im- 
provements at a given harbor or system of harbors will encourage cruising and 
hence create recreational benefits that would otherwise be impossible. Especially 
in an underpopulated area, as on the south shore of Lake Superior or the west 
shore of Lake Huron, careful attention must be given to the distribution of total 
benefits among all the harbors that make them possible. It is believed that the 
basis for such distributions, at least for the present, in many cases must be 
formulated by the reporting officers in the light of the specific situations faced. 

Step 8.—The sum of the totals found in steps 4, 6, and 7 above represents the 
annual recreational value of the improved harbor. 

6. Many small-boat projects will have additional primary and non-duplicating 
benefits that are not covered by the procedures outlined. If transportation sav- 
ings are made possible, these should be added to recreational benefits in deter- 
mining the justification of jointly used facilities. In many cases commercial 
fishing will be improved, and the resulting benefits should also be added. The 
value of fish caught by sport fisherman should not be included in the evaluation 
of benefits. Since the benefits from sport-fishing activities are considered to be 
similar in character to those for owner-operated recreational craft, the procedure 
for determining these benefits should follow that outlined for recreational craft. 
In selecting the percentage factor, however, consideration should be given to the 
fact that sport-fishing craft are in operation more continuously and serve a greater 
segment of the public than the owner-operated cruiser. 

7. The total benefits, as herein defined, must justify the costs to both Federal 
and non-Federal interests to warrant a favorable recommendation. For recrea- 
tional benefits, however, the procedure outlined does not yield any distinction 
between local and general benefits nor any criterion for determining the appro- 
priate percentage of the total cost of the project that should be assessed against 
local interests. Heretofore the preponderance of opinion has favored a cost 
allocation to local interests on the basis of the value of such derivative benefits 
as profits on the expenditures of recreationists, etc., although such secondary 
benefits were not considered valid in measuring justification of the project. 
Recent studies indicate, however, that the “net income to local interests” method 
of allocation presents serious problems of application. Reasonable and acceptable 
estimates of the net revenue realized by local interests are extremely difficult for 
reporting officers to make. 

8. In order to simplify the problem and minimize controversy, take into account 
only primary benefits or those benefits which are attributable directly to the im- 
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provement in arriving at an equitable division of the costs between local interests 
and the general public. In the analysis of primary benefits, certain items are 
customarily accepted as general or local by reasonably uniform established 
precedents. 

For example, commercial fishing benefits, transportation savings, and avoid- 
ance of vessel damages are usually considered of a general nature. Land 
enhancement due to fill, and reduced expenditures by local interests are con- 
sidered local benefits. Allocation of benefits from recreational boating, on the 
other hand, is not as clearly defined. An allocation of recreational benefits on 
a 50-50 basis between general and local interests, particularly in cases of new 
harbors, however, has gained favor with a majority of reporting officers and 
is now adopted as a simple and acceptable formula. The allocation of costs 
as between the United States and local interests is to be made on the basis of 
relative benefits, and from a sound business and economic viewpoint the alloca- 
tion will be made on the basis of annual carrying charges rather than on first 
costs. Thus, the return to the United States in the form of general benefits 
would in all cases at least equal the Federal annual carrying charge. In equity, 
the allocation of 50 percent of the cost of recreational improvements to local 
interests should credit the provision of rights-of-way, spoil-disposal areas, and 
the construction of all bulkheads, access roads, wharves, piers, and other neces- 
sary improvement that will be non-self-liquidating in character. 

9. The following examples are given in illustration of the methods of allocat- 
ing benefits and costs discussed above. The basic data are taken from an 
actual survey report, and the benefits expected to be realized from the proposed 
improvement include, in addition to recreational benefits, the elimination of 
vessel damage and decreased local improvement expenditures. 


Allocation of benefits 


Type Total General 


Increased benefits to present fleet é Ki $2, 493 $1, 246 | 
Benefits to newly attracted fleet _._. : ms sh . 6, 125 
Elimination of vessel damage (harbor of refuge)......- ‘ 4 5, 000 
Decrease in loca] improvement expenditur 2 | 700 


9, 308 


$9,308 
=65 percent. 


$14,318 


$5,008 


cal, 


=35 percent. 
$14,318 


First cost and annual expenditures 


Improvements by Federal Government: 
Corps of Engineers___-_-~~- 
Coast Guard_--_-_ 


Non-Federal improvements (non-self-liquidating) : 
Pe Wc ented 
Lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
Engineering inspection 


Total_- 


Annual maintenance: 
Corps of Engineers__-_--_~- 
Coast Guard___-_-_. 
Local interests- 


Total 


In allocating the costs, expenditures by the Coast Guard are considered to 
be a Federal responsibility. A formula basis and a trial-and-error basis for 
allocation are outlined in supplementary sheets attached. In line with these 
data the following statement of first costs and annual charges is computed: 
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Allocation of cost and annual charges 
Federal 
COO OF TRIE sini nienccnnnnondbceieaae $365, 000 
Coast Guard 700 


- $365, 
Non-Federal 
Public wharf 9, 000 
Lands, easements, and rights-of-way 500 
Engineering and inspection 700 
Cash contribution 228, 300 


500 
Total : 200 


The annual charges based upon the total Federal first cost of $465,700 (in- 
cluding navigation aids) and non-Federal first cost of $250,500 are as follows: 


Annual charges, Federal: 
Interest (3 percent) $ 10, 971 
Ammortization (0.887 percent) 8, 244 
Maintenance a le ee 6, 100 
Annual charges, non-Federal: 
Interest (3.5 percent) 
Amortization (0.768 percent) 
Maintenance 


10, 880 


Total annual CherSeRiesicesediee eed, cn nccnsccensnnnnes 81,195 


10. It is desired that the preparation of future examinations and surveys 
follow the procedure as outlined herein, the same procedure will also be followed 
on those examinations and reports which are now in preparation. 


By ORDER OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEER: 


CRAIG SMYSER, 
Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive. 


Formula Method 
Derivation of Formula 
Let X =Federal first cost. 
Y=Non-Federal first cost. 
M1 =Federal maintenance (additional to that now required). 
M2=Net non-Federal maintenance (additional to that now required ) 
A =Total annual carrying charge. 
P1 =Percentage allocated to Federal Government. 
P2 =Percentage allocated to local interests. 
Annual carrying charges: 
a. Federal: 
Interest 0. 08X 
Amortization (50 years) . 0. OO887X 
Maintenance 


Total 0. OB887X+-M1 


b. Non-Federal: 
Interest 0. OB5Y 
Amorization 0. OOT638Y 
Maintenance 


0. 04263Y+M2 
X+Y=Total first cost 
0. O8887X+M1i=(A) (P1) 
0. 04263Y+M2=(A) (P2) 
x—A P1—M1 
0.03887 
_ A P2—M2 
~ 0.04263 
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Formula Method—Continued 
Substituting in (1) 
A P1—M1 , A P2—M2 
aoa7 7 > 
0.03887 0.04263 
A=First Cost (0. 001657) +0. 04263 M1-+-0. 03887 M2 
0. 04263 P1+-0. 08887 P2 
Note.—Since most small-boat harbors involve construction periods of less 
than 1 year, no interest during construction has been included in the foregoing 
derivation. In cases where interest during construction is involved the formula 
should be adjusted accordingly. 
Application of formula: 
I. 0.001657 x First cost ($615,500) 88 
0.04263 x Federal maintenance ($6,000) 
0.03887 X Non-Federal maintenance ($200) 


(6) =First Cost 


(7) 


Total 


II. 0.04263 Federal percentage (0.65) 
0.03887 x Non-Federal percentage (0.35) 0. 013604 


onl ate i Rae ia i iionepionliceicambieiind.andeale Pay 
Annual carrying charge=I/II=$31,070. 
Federal annual carrying charge=$31,070 x 0.65=$20,190. 
Non-Federal annual carrying charge=$31,070 x 0.35=$10,880. 
Federal first cost $365,000 (exclusive of aids to navigation). 
Non-Federal first cost=$250,500. 


Trial and error method 


Total first cost $615,500 (exclusive of navigation aids) . 

Approximate annual carrying charge: 
Interest and amortization (4 percent of $615,500) $24, 620 
Maintenance ($6,000+$200) 


$30, 820 


Apply percentages derived from benefit relationship : 
65 percent of $30, 820—=$20, 030 
35 percent of $30, 820—$10, 790 
$20,030—$6,000=$14,030 
$10,790 —$200=$10,590 
Approximate Federal first cost.._.....--..-.------~- $14, 030 
———— = $361, 000 
0. 03887 
Approximate non-Federal first cost...........-.-_. $10, 590 
————. = $248, 000 


Distribute the difference between the approximate figure of $609,000 and the 
actual figure of $615,000 on same percentage basis as above and we get: 
I Rs iiesicmennietstiindenmnancanennsciitiinmnisinaltitliiasts idles $365, 000 
Non-Federal first cost 


$615, 500 


Corresponding Federal annual carrying charge of $20, 190 
Corresponding Non-Federal annual carrying charge of 


$20, 190 
———— = 65 percent. 
$31, 070 

$10, 880 
————— = 35 percent. 
$31, 070 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 9, 1951. 
Subject: Evaluating benefits and allocating costs of small-boat harbor and chan- 
nel projects. 
To: Division engineers; district engineers, except district engineers, middle east, 
east Atlantic, and Tullahoma districts; president, beach erosion board; resi- 
dent member, board of engineers for rivers and harbors. 


1. Reference is made to multiple letter ENGWD 827, February 3, 1950, subject 
as above. 

2. Careful study of the reports prepared and submitted in accordance with 
the procedures outlined in the above referenced multiple letter indicate that the 
following modifications are desirable at this time. 

a. Elimination of damages to recreational craft is to be considered as a recre- 
ational benefit and not as a general benefit. 

b. The costs and income from self-liquidating items of a proposed improvement 
are to be omitted in the computations for allocating benefits and costs. 

3. It is desired that the foregoing changes be incorporated in the preparation 
of future examinations and surveys as well as those examinations and surveys 
now in preparation. 

By order of the Chief of Engineers. 

Craig SMYSER, 
Lieutenant Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive. 


Distribution: 10 copies to each division and district engineer addressed; 10 
copies to board of engineers for rivers and harbors; 3 copies to beach erosion 
board and review branch, Office of Engineers Comptroller 25 copies to Assistant 
Chief Engineers for Civil Works. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington D. C., December 31, 1952. 
To: The heads of executive departments and establishments. 
Subject : Attached Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-47. 


In connection with the attached circular, it is desired to bring to your atten- 
tion a memorandum regarding the circular which is being sent to the heads of 
the agencies having responsibility for the development of water and related land 
resources programs. The memorandum is as follows: 

PXECTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., December $1, 1952. 

Memorandum for: 

Secretary of Agriculture. 

Secretary of the Army. 

Secretary of Commerce. 

Secretary of the Interior. 

Secretary of State. 

Chairman of the Federal Power Commission. 

Administrator of the Federal Security Administration. 

Chairman of the Board of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
Subject : Bureau of the Budget circular on water-resources projects. 

The attached Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A—47 is designed to set forth 
the standards and procedures which will be used by the Executive Office of the 
President in reviewing proposed water-resources project reports and budget 
estimates to initiate construction of such projects, submitted in accordance with 
existing requirements. 

It has been generally recognized that the absence of a clear statement of uni- 
form standards and procedures has resulted in delays and difficulties in the clear- 
ance of project reports. The attached circular, which has grown out of more 
than 2 years of work in the review of water-resources policy, is intended to bring 
together certain of the existing policles of the President which have been set 
forth from time to time in Executive Office action on project reports, and in some 
cases to develop modified standards for action on project reports. 

While there is general agreement on most of the substantive provisions of the 
circular, there remain some differences of opinion with respect to the position 
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taken on certain issues. As indicated in the circular, however, its issuance 
is in no way intended to restrict the content of agency reports submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget for review on behalf of the President, nor to determine the 
position which agencies may take with regard to substantive issues. However, 
it is hoped that, within the framework of existing general provisions of law, 
the circular will encourage the adoption of more uniform agency policies and 
standards, and that it will give the agencies a better basis for presenting all the 
pertinent information which has a bearing on the merits of proposed projects. 
Also, since most project reports submitted to the Bureau become the basis for 
proposed legislation, it is believed that issuance of the circular will be helpful 
in pointing up specific policy areas which may require special attention by the 
President and by the Congress. 

It is to be assumed that experience in the application of the circular will show 
the need from time to time for modification in its provisions. In particular, it 
is recognized that further study and refinement will be desirable with respect 
to (1) the measurement of project benefits, (2) the method of allocating project 
costs, and (3) the price level assumptions to be used in evaluating both benefits 
and costs. 

The Bureau of the Budget wishes to express its appreciation for the great as- 
sistance which has been given by many individuals in the agencies concerned 
in the preparation of this circular. It wishes also to acknowledge the value of 
the report of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission in the prepa- 
ration of this circular. 

This memorandum is being sent to the heads of all agencies having respon- 
sibility for developing water and related land resources programs. 

(Signed) FRrepertck J. LAwtTon, Director. 


{Cireular No. A—47] 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 31, 1952. 
Subject: Reports and budget estimates relating to Federal programs and proj- 
ects for conservation, development, or use of water and related land resources. 


To the heads of executive departments and establishments: 

1. Purpose.—The policies of the President with regard to programs and proj- 
ects for the development of water and related land resources have been estab- 
lished from time to time both as a part of the normal budget and legislative 
review process under Bureau of the Budget Circulars No. A-11, Instructions 
for the Preparation and Submission of Annual Budget Estimates, and No. A-19, 
Reports and Recommendations on Proposed and Pending Legislation, and as a 
part of the review of project reports under Executive Order 9384, Submission 
of Reports to Facilitate Budgeting Activities of the Federal Government. This 
circular is intended to draw together certain of these policies for water resources 
programs and projects and to provide the agencies in advance with a better 
understanding of the considerations which will be used in determining the rela- 
tionship of a proposed program or project, or budget estimate, to the program 
of the President. 

The standards and procedures set forth in this circular will be used by the 
Executive Office of the President in reviewing agency reports and budget esti- 
mates subject to its provisions, in order that uniform policies may be applied 
with a view toward (a) establishing priority for projects yielding the greatest 
value to the Nation, and (0b) securing effective resources development at mini- 
mum necessary cost. The priority among programs or projects meeting the 
standards and procedures set forth in this circular, and action upon budget esti- 
mates to initiate such programs or projects, necessarily will also depend 
on budget policies established from year to year to meet current economic 
conditions. 

2. Authority —Executive Order 9384, October 4, 1943, requires submission to 
the Bureau of the Budget of reports relating to or affecting Federal public 
works and improvement projects. Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-19, 
revised, requires submission to the Bureau of agency reports on proposed and 
pending legislation. Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-11, revised, outlines 
the requirements for preparation and submission to the Bureau of annual budget 


estimates. This circular No. A—47, supplements the requirements of the Execu- 
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tive order and circulars referred to, and is issued pursuant to the authority 
cited therein. 

3. Coverage.—This circular relates to Federal programs or projects for the 
conservation, development, or use of water and related land resources. It applies 
to any report and to any budget estimate to initiate construction of a program 
or project, which, by the terms of the Executive order and circulars referred 
to in paragraph 2, is required to be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget and 
which involves a program or project of the type referred to in the first sentence 
of this paragraph. It does not apply to budget estimates for electric trans- 
mission lines or steam electric generating plants required in connection with 
water resources projects. 

4. Compliance. 

(a) Relation to existing law: The standards and procedures set forth 
in this circular shall not be regarded as authorizing any deviation from 
general or specific requirements of law. Whenever a report or budget 
estimate varies from such standards or procedures because of a require 
ment of existing law, the variation shall be indicated and reference made 
to the section of law imposing such requirement. 

(b) Application to budget estimates: Except as provided in paragraph 
4a, a budget estimate subject to this circular shall conform to the stand- 
ards and procedures set forth herein. 

(c) Variations from circular: This circular shall not be regarded as 
requiring an agency to submit a report which is contrary to its views. 
However, any report which varies from the standards and procedures set 
forth herein because of agency policies shall, in the same manner as indi- 
cated in paragraph 4a, be accompanied by a statement of the reasons for 
the variation. Each report shall contain or be accompanied by appropri- 
ately documented information to indicate the exact extent to which the 
standards and procedures established herein have been followed in the prep- 
aration of the report. Where the preparation of the basic report is so far 
advanced on the date of issuance of this circular that it would be impracti- 
cable to furnish the information required by this circular, this fact will be 
taken into account in the consideration of the report. All reports sub 
mitted after July 1, 1953, however, must conform to the requirements of this 
circular. 

Definitions.—For the purposes of this circular: 

(a) “Project” means any integral physical unit or several component and 
closely related units or features, or any system of measures, undertaken or to 
be undertaken within a specified area for the control or development of water 
or related land resources, which can be considered as a separate entity for 
purposes of planning, evaluation, financing, construction, management, or op- 
eration. Separable units or features will generally be considered as separate 
projects. 

(b) “Program” means any combination or system of two or more inter- 
related projects. 

(c) “Benefits,” as used for purposes of evaluation of proposed programs or 
projects, means all the identifiable gains, assets, or values, whether in goods, 
services, or intangibles, whether primary or secondary, and whether measur- 
able in monetary or nonmonetary terms, which would result from the con- 
struction, operation, or maintenance of a program or project. 

(d) “Primary benefits” means the identifiable gains, assets, or values 
directly resulting from any program or project. 

(e) “Secondary benefits’ means identifiable gains, assets, or values other 
than primary benefits of a program or project which are properly creditable 
to the program or project. 

(f) “Economie costs,” as used for purposes of evaluation of proposed pro- 
grams and projects, means all the financial costs of the program or project 
except investigating, surveying and planning costs incurred prior to author- 
ization; and all the other identifiable expenses, losses, and liabilities 
whether in goods, services, or intangibles, whether direct or induced, and 
whether measurable in monetary or nonmonetary terms, which are incurred 
as a result of constructing, operating, or maintaining a program or project. 

(9) “Financial costs” means all the monetary outlays made in connection 
with a program or project and interest costs connected therewith ; i.e., the 
construction cests, the operation and maintenance costs, and interest on the 
unliquidated balance of the reimbursable construction costs. When applied 
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to allocations made to irrigation for repayment purposes under paragraphs 
7a and 18b, financial costs shall not include interest on the irrigation con- 
struction costs. 

(h) “Construction costs” means expenditures (amounts paid and payable) 
for the initial project construction and the net replacements and additions 
of significant units thereof, including contract work, materials and supplies, 
labor, and use of equipment; acquisition of lands, easements, rights-of-way, 
and water rights; costs of relocating facilities and the settlement of damage 
claims; interest during construction; any capitul expenditures for protec- 
tion of public health, for preventing loss of or damages to recreation, fish and 
wildlife and mineral resources, and scenic, archeological, and historical 
values; any capital expenditures for the replacement of recreation and fish 
and wildlife resources damaged or destroyed by the project ; the appropriate 
portion of engineering, administrative and general expenses of the agency 
relating to the project; and all other amounts of expenditures specifically 
applicable to the investigations, surveys, plans, designs, and construction of 
the project. When applied to allocations made to irrigation for repayment 
purposes under paragraphs 7a and 18b, “construction costs” shall not include 
interest during construction on the costs allocated to irrigation. 

(i) “Operation and maintenance costs” means those expenditures for mates 
rials and supplies, labor, necessary services, equipment and operating facility 
use, and an appropriate portion of engineering, supervision and general ex- 
penses of the agency which are needed to operate a project once constructed 
and to make repairs, minor additions and replacements, and otherwise to 
maintain the project in sound operating condition for a maximum economic 
life. This includes any expenditures of the project, other than capital ex- 
penditures, for protection of public health, for preventing loss of or dam- 
ages to recreation and fish and wildlife resources, and scenic, archeological 
and historical values; and any expenditures of the project, other than capi- 
tal expenditures, for the replacement of recreation and fish and wildlife re- 
sources damaged or destroyed by the project. 

(j) “Net revenues” means the difference between the total revenues of the 
program or project or separable purpose thereof and the property allocable 
financial costs of such program, project, or purpose. 

(k) “Reclamation” means making land suitable for productive agricultural 
use or increasing or maintaining its productive agricultural use by means of 
(1) irrigation; (2) drainage, excluding drainage undertaken pursuant to 
section 2 of the act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), and excluding drain- 
age undertaken solely to counteract the effects of flood control works; and 
(3) recharging of ground waters. 

6. State, local, and Federal participation.—Agencies responsible for develop- 
ing proposed programs or projects shall, as now provided under certain laws and 
administrative practices, consult with the people of the area primarily affected 
and with the State and local governments and Federal agencies concerned. 
This consultation should take place at the earliest feasible stage and should 
be continued throughout the investigation, survey, and planning stages, in 
order that the views of these groups and agencies may receive adequate 
consideration. Such consultation need not be repeated at the time budget esti- 
mates to initiate a program or project are being prepared ; however, budget esti- 
mates shall include the latest information available on the views of Federal 
agencies, States, and interested local groups as to priorities of project develop- 
ment, scheduling of construction, and willingness to comply with requirements 
for local participation. 

7. Information for inclusion in, and criteria for review of, evaluation reports. 

(a) The following categories of information, some of which are elaborated 
in later paragraphs of this circular, shall be included in the evaluation re- 
port proposing authorization of a new water or related land resources 
program or project. Under certain of the categories of information listed 
below, there are indicated the criteria which will be used by the Executive 
Office in the review of proposed program or project reports: 

(1) A description of the need for the production or services which 
would result from the program or project; the relation of the program 
or project to the other elements of the resource development program of 
the region in which the program or project is to be undertaken: the 
contribution of the program or project to balanced national conservation 
and development; and the efficiency of the program or project in meet- 
ing regional or national needs. 
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An important consideration in the review of evaluation reports will be 
whether execution of the program or project, and, within practical limits, 
execution of each separate part of a program or project, will be more 
economical than alternative means available in the region for meeting 
the same needs. Where a single-purpose alternative is available, inclu- 
sion in a multiple-purpose program or project plan of any purpose of 
resource development will be considered only if the purpose is accom- 
plished more economically through the multiple-purpose program or 
project than through the single-purpose alternative. A further consid- 
eration in the review of evaluation reports will be the relative economy 
of alternative means available on a national basis for meeting the needs 
to be met by the program or project. 

(2) A concise but complete estimate of all the benefits and all of the 
economic costs of undertaking the program or project. In addition to 
comparing the total benefits of the program or project with its total eco- 
nomic costs, the estimate should also show separately the particular 
benefits and economic costs attributable to each purpose of the program 
or project. Wherever appropriate, benefits and economic costs shall be 
expressed in monetary terms. Where monetary estimates cannot rea- 
sonably be made, the relative significance of such benefits and costs shall 
be stated in as precise and quantitative terms as possible. Because any 
long-term estimates are subject to wide margins of error, the results 
should be expressed in ranges rather than in single figures. The esti- 
mate should be made from an overall public or national viewpoint and 
should indicate any specifically identifiable groups, localities, or districts 
receiving program or project benefits. 

While it is recognized that a comparison of estimated benefits with 
estimated costs does not necessarily provide a precise measure of the 
absolute merits of any particular program or project, one essential cri- 
terion in justifying any program or project will, except in unusual cases 
where adequate justification is presented, be that its estimated benefits 
to whomsoever they may accrue exceed its estimated costs. Inclusion 
in a multiple-purpose program or project plan of any purpose of resource 
development will, except in unusual cases where adequate justification is 
presented, be considered only if the benefits attributable to that par- 
ticular purpose are greater than the economic costs of including that 
purpose in the program or project. Monetary computations will be most 
useful in arranging programs or projects, or parts thereof, serving the 
same purpose in the order of their economic desirability. 

(3) All data relating to the financial feasibility and to the allocation 
and reimbursement of financial costs prepared in accordance with the 
standards set forth in paragraphs 11-21. This shall include a statement 
as to the financial feasibility of reimbursable features of the program or 
project and the net effect of the program or project on the Federal 
Treasury. For this purpose the project report shall show an analysis 
of the sources of repayment or sharing of the financial costs of each of 
the purposes involved in the program or project. Financial costs shall 
be converted to an annual basis to make possible a comparison of annual 
financial costs and annual revenues of any program or project or sepa- 
rable purpose thereof. 

(4) A statement as to the source and nature of, and an appraisal of 
the adequacy of, the basic information available and used during the 
preparation of such program or project and the methods employed in the 
analysis and interpretation of such basic information. : 

(b.) Requests for funds for the initiation of construction of a program 
or project following authorization shall be accompanied by a statement in- 
dicating the changes which have occurred. if any, since submittal of the 
original report upon which authorization was based, affecting the total cost. 
the economic evaluation, or the purposes of the program or project. If 
substantial changes have occurred, the request shall be accompanied by a 
revised evaluation report. 

8. Benefits to be included in evaluation—The evaluation 
accordance with paragraph 7 shall include an estimate of the primary benefits of 
the program or project. Unless the report sets forth clear justification for con- 
sidering other factors, main reliance in the review of project reports will be 
placed on the following categories of primary benefits : 


report prepared in 
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(a) Reduction of flood damage, including damage from water and sedi- 
ment, to land and other public and private property; and prevention of 
loss of life. 

(b) Increases in the expected net income obtained directly from changed 
use of the property made possible by any form of flood control. 

(c) Increases in expected net income from lands on which watershed 
treatment measures are to be installed as part of the program or project. 

(d) Increase in expected net farm income from additional production 
or reduced cost of production of farm products as a result of reclamation 
of land. 

(e) In the case of navigation projects other than harbor improvements, 
the transportation savings resulting from: 

(1) The differential between expected costs of movement by non- 
water transport and expected costs of movement by water transport for 
those commodities which will be carried by land transport if the project 
is not built, but which will move by water if the project is built. 

(2) For traffic which will not move without the waterway improve- 
ment, but which will move by water if the project is built, the differen- 
tial between the cost of transportation by waterway and the highest 
cost at which it would be feasible for the traffic to move. 

(3) Where the project improves an already navigable waterway, the 
differential between expected costs with and without the project of mov- 
ing on the waterway traffic expected to move on the waterway even if 
the project is not built. 

(f) Direct benefits of shore protection. 

(g) Direct benefits from harbor improvements, including those for small- 
boat traffic. 

(h) Value of electric energy to be produced. This is equal to the lower 
of two figures: 

(1) The cost of equivalent energy from the cheapest alternative 
source of energy—private, Federal, or other—that is available, or could 
be expected to develop in the absence of the project, to meet the same 
power needs. Taxes and interest charges for this alternative source 
should be computed on a basis comparable with the project. 

Note.—Where the project plan includes the cost of constructing and 
operating the necessary facilities to transmit and distribute the project 
power to load centers, the costs of the alternative source with which the 
project is compared should also include transmission and distribution 
costs to the same load centers. Where the project plan does not in- 
clude transmission costs, the total costs incurred by the alternative 
source in providing power at load centers should, for purposes of deter- 
mining power benefits, be reduced by the transmission costs incurred 
in bringing the project power to the same load centers. 

(2) Value of power to users (considered as the highest price they 
would pay and applicable especially where the cost of alternative power 
would be prohibitive for particular users). 

(4) Value of municipal, industrial, and domestic water supply to be fur- 
nished, measured by the cost of obtaining equivalent supply from the cheap- 
est alternative source that would most likely be used in the absence of the 
project, including the cost of development of the same source of water by 
the water users themselves as one of the alternatives. Taxes and interest 
charges for the alternative source should be computed on a basis compara- 
ble with the project. 

(j) Increases in the value of recreation and fish and wildlife resources 
expected as a result of the project. Although such benefits are usually not 
subject to measurement in monetary terms, complete information, in terms 
of the amount and type of expected use of recreation and fish and wildlife 
developments is required as a basis for comparison of the incremental costs 
and benefits of such developments referred to in paragraphs 11¢ and 19b. 

(k) Savings in the cost of water treatment or gains in the value of streams 
for industrial, municipal, and domestic water supply, and other uses, through 
the abatement of water pollution ; and reduction in the cost of pollution abate- 
ment by stream-flow augmentation. Such benefits should be calculated as the 
residual benefit possible after allowing for all direct measures to control 
pollution at the source that would normally be required ot considered neces- 
sary by the public health authorities concerned. 
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The evaluation prepared in accordance with paragraph 7 shall also include an 
estimate of any secondary benefits which the program or project will provide. 
The evaluation shall include a separate showing of total primary and total 
secondary benefits. Until standards and procedures for measuring secondary 
benefits are approved by the Bureau of the Budget, the evaluation shall be based 
mainly upon primary benefits. 

The evaluation shall also include an appraisal of the general benefits which 
will accrue through such effects as safeguarding life and public health, stabiliz- 
ing national and regional food and raw materials production, and contributing 
directly to the improvement of technically underdeveloped areas within the 
Nation’s boundaries. 

9. Costs to be included in evaluation—The evaluation prepared in accordance 
with paragraph 7 shall include an estimate of the total construction costs and 
the total operation and maintenance costs of the program or project, whether such 
costs are incurred by the Federal Government, State and local governments, or 
private interests. 

Such an evaluation shall also include a statement of economic costs expected 
to be induced by the program or project, such as the costs of : 

(a) Displacement of people. 

(b) Decreased value of lands, minerals, water quantity or quality, and 
other water or related land resources, where not reflected in market values. 

(c) Rectifying adverse effects upon sanitation, transportation, highway 
construction or maintenance, or other activities reasonably foreseen as being 
affected by the program or project. s 

(d@) Business losses, such as disruption of trade or diversion of water- 
borne traffic from existing ports or channels. 

(e) Losses in State or local tax revenues, adjusted for changes in costs 
of State and local government services caused by the existence of program 
or project facilities. 

(f) Unprevented and uncompensated losses of or damages to fish and 
wildlife resources; recreation resources; and scenic, archeological, or 
historical values. 

(g) Abandonment of economically useful structures, such as locks and 
bridges. 

Such an evaluation shall also include an appraisal of other detriments to the 
general welfare, whether or not they can be measured in monetary terms, and the 
groups which will suffer any substantial injury should be identified so far as 
feasible. 

10. Comparison of benefits and economic costs.—Benefits to be obtained and 
economic costs to be incurred throughout the assumed ecnomic life of a program 
or project, as limited by paragraph 14 of this circular, where expressed in mone- 
tary terms, shall be converted to a common time basis to facilitate the comparison 
called for in paragraph 7a (2). Where benefits and economic costs are compared 
on an annual basis, interest on the construction costs should be included in the 
computation of average annual equivalents for total economic costs. Where the 
present net worth method of comparing benefits and economic costs is to be used, 
future benefits and economic costs should be discounted to present values. Using 
an interest rate to cumulate benefits and economic costs is necessitated where the 
net gain or loss at any given time during the operation of the program or project 
is to be computed. Determination of the applicable interest or discount rate shall 
be made in accordance with paragraph 15, except for the interest rate on project 
costs to be financed by non-Federal sources. 

11. Purposes to which costs may be allocated and criteria for allocation of 
costs.—The evaluation report prepared in accordance with paragraph 7 shall 
include a tentative allocation of the construction costs and operation and main- 
tenance costs of the program or project to the several purposes to be served, which 
allocation shall serve as the basis for the proposed reimbursement and cost- 
sharing arrangements recommended in the report. Proposals for the allocation 
of costs will be reviewed in accordance with the following standards: 

(a) Subject to the criteria set forth in paragraphs b and c following and 
paragraphs 19 and 20, costs of both separable and joint facilities shall be 
equitably allocated to the followigg purposes and to no other purposes: 

(1) Flood control 

(2) Reclamation 

(3) Navigation 

(4) Watershed management 
(5) Electric power and energy 
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(6) Domestic, municipal, or industrial water supply 

(7) Recreation development 

(8) Fish and wildlife development 

(9) Pollution control or abatement 

(b) Costs of programs or projects shall be allocated to the several pur- 
poses for which they are undertaken on the following basis: 

(1) The costs of facilities or features of a program or project used 
only for a single purpose of water-resources development shall be allo- 
cated to the respective purposes served by such facilities or features. 

(2) The costs of facilities or features of a program or project used 
jointly by more than one purpose of water-resource development shall be 
allocated among the purposes served in such a way that each purpose 
will share equitably in the savings resulting from combining the pur- 

poses in a multiple-purpose development. 

(c) Allocations of costs to items (8) and (9) of paragraph a above shall 
be governed by the following: 

(1) Allocations of costs to fish and wildlife shall be limited to the 
following: 

(A) Costs incurred for the development of fish and wildlife to the 
extent that such costs are to be borne by States, local governments, 
or local interests. 

(B) The increment of additional costs of a project incurred for 
fish and wildlife development if the fish and wildlife resources to be 
developed are determined by the Secretary of the Interior in accord- 
ance witlf present law to be of national significance, and if either 
(a) the work is proposed to be authorized as a part of a national fish 
and wildlife program and financed under appropriations made for 
that purpose, or ()) the letter transmitting the proposed report to 
the Congress contains proposed authorizing language stating the 
maximum amount of such costs which would be borne by the Federal 
Government. 

(2) Allocations of costs to pollution control or abatement shall be 
limited to those costs for that purpose which are to be fully reimbursed 
by the States, local governments, districts, or other interests concerned, 
including other Federal establishments. 

12. Responsibility for allocation of costs on multiple-purpose programs or pro- 
jects —For purposes of this circular, the head of the agency responsible for con- 
struction of the program or project will be considered responsible for : 

(a) Making the initial tentative allocation of costs among the purposes to 
be served by a program or project. 

(6) Making a revised cost allocation prior to the submission of a budget 
estimate to initiate the program or project if the costs can be ascertained 
with greater accuracy at that time than at the time of submission of the 
project report, or if the designated use of the program or project is changed, 
or if the estimated costs have changed substantially. Where designated use 
is changed or estimated costs have changed substantially, the head of such 
agency shall also indicate the reasons therefor. 

Other agencies having responsibilities with respect to various purposes of the 
project, such as power marketing, rate approval, reclamation, navigation, flood- 
control regulation, ete., shall be afforded full opportunity to consult and make 
their views known at both these stages in the determination of the cost allo- 
cation. 

13. Reimbursement and sharing of costs.—For the purposes of this circular, it 
is essential that definite determinations be made as to which part of the financial 
costs of a proposed program or project will be reimbursed to the Federal Govern- 
ment, which will be borne by others than the Federal Government, and which will 
not be reimbursed. With respect to financial costs to be reimbursed and cash con- 
tributions to be made, the proposed source of funds therefor shall be clearly indi- 
cated. Where cash contributions are required, such requirement shall be ex- 
pressed as a percentage of the construction costs of the program or project, rather 
than in dollars. Where repayment is to be made over a period of time, a tentative 
schedule of payments to be made to the Federal Government shall be established. 
With respect to any further financial costs to be borne by others, such as con- 
tributions of property, the nature of the cost-sharing arrangements to be entered 
into by the Federal Government shall be indicated. With respect to nonreim- 
bursable costs, the authority relied upon in declaring such costs to be nonreim- 
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bursable shall be clearly indicated; where no legislative authority exists, justi- 
fication shall be presented for proposing that the costs be considered nonreim- 
bursable. 

14. Length of repayment period.—Proposals for repayment of the Federal 
investment in a program or project will be reviewed in accordance with the 
following standards: 

(a) Rates and other charges for the products or services of a program 
or project shall be set so that repayment of the initial Federal investment 
in the program or project can be accomplished within a period equal to the 
useful economic life of the proposed program or project, but not longer than 
50 years, following the date on which the head of the sponsoring agency 
determines that benefits from the program or project will be available to 
the beneficiaries. This same period of time with the same limitation shall 
be used for computing benefits and costs of the proposed program or project. 

(b) In the case of a major replacement, modification, or addition to a 
project, the cost thereof shall be reimbursed within (1) the estimated use- 
ful economic life of such replacement, modification, or addition, (2) the 
estimated remaining useful economic life of the project to which it is an ad- 
dition, or (3) 50 years, whichever is least, following the date on which the 
head of the sponsoring agency determines that benefits from the replace- 
ment, modification, or addition will be available to the beneficiaries. In 
the case of a major replacement, modification, or addition to a project 
serving power or domestic, municipal, or industrial water supply, the un- 
liquidated balance of the initial Federal investment allocated to such pur- 
pose, together with any unpaid interest or other expenses may be proposed 
for rescheduling of repayment over the same period of time as is proposed 
for repayment of the cost of the major replacement, modification, or 
addition. 

(c) Where a major new power or domestic, municipal, or industrial wa- 
ter supply project or major portion thereof is to be operated in conjunction 
with, or as a part of, an existing system of projects serving the same pur- 
pose or purposes, the portion of the initial construction costs of the exist- 
ing system allocated to that purpose which is unliquidated at the time such 
new project or portion of a project is to be added, together with any unpaid 
interest or other expenses, may be combined with those costs of the new 
project or portion thereof allocated to that purpose; and the rates and 
charges required for the repayment of the total combined costs may be 
computed so as to repay these costs over the useful economic life of the 
new project or portion thereof but in not to exceed 50 years, provided that 
the system to which the new project is to be added has a remaining useful 
economic life at least equal to that of the proposed new project. For each 
proposed addition to an existing system, there should be a separate estimate 
of the benefits, economic and financial costs, and the revenues from or attrib- 
utable to the new project or portion thereof. 

15. Determination of interest rate on Federal investment.—Interest for pur- 
poses of estimating reimbursements shall be calculated at a rate based upon the 
average rate of interest payable by the Treasury on interest-bearing marketable 
securities of the United States outstanding at the end of the fiscal year preced- 
ing such computation which, upon original issue, had terms to maturity not 
more than 12 months longer or 12 months shorter than the economically useful 
life of the project or part thereof in which Federal investment is to be made. 
Where the economically useful life of the project is expected to be longer than 15 
years, the rate of interest shall be calculated at a rate based upon the average 
rate of interest payable by the Treasury on obligations, if any, outstanding at 
the end of the fiscal year preceding such computation, which, upon original 
issue, had terms to maturity of 1 year or more. 

If there are no such outstanding interest-bearing marketable securities of the 
United States with original terms to maturity not more than 12 months longer 
or 12 months shorter than the economically useful life of the project, or with 
original terms to maturity of 1 years or more, interest shall be calculated at 
a rate equal to the rate of interest payable by the Treasury on the issue of 
interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States outstanding at the 
end of the fiscal year preceding such computation which, upon original issue, 
had terms to maturity shorter than, but most nearly equal to, the economically 
useful life of the project. 
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Where the average rate calculated by the methods prescribed above is not a 
multiple of one-eighth of 1 percent, the rate of interest shall be the multiple of 
one-eighth of 1 percent next lower than such average rate. 

16. Additional standards relating to power. 

(a) Proposals for the incorporation in a program or project of power 
features will be reviewed in accordance with the criterion that total financial 
costs allocated to power shall be fully reimbursable. For this purpose, the 
project report shall include an estimate of the revenues to be obtained from 
the sale and disposition of the program or project power and any other 
funds which may be derived from the generation, transmission, sale, and 
disposition of such power, or activities incidental thereto. 

(6) Where a program or project contemplating immediate or eventual 
coustruction of power facilities is proposed for legislative authorization, 
the report on such program or project shall include a statement of the views 
thereon of the Federal Power Commission, the agencies concerned with 
marketing power produced at Federal plants in the region, and other appro- 
priate agencies. Agencies submitting such views shall be given reasonable 
notice by the agency proposing a program or project involving power facili- 
ties of the latter agency’s intention to complete the evaluation of the pro- 
gram or project. If the views of the agencies referred to above are not 
made known to the agency proposing the project within 90 days after com- 
pletion of the main program or project report, the head of the agency pro- 
posing the program or project may submit the report thereon to the Bureau 
of the Budget without an accompanying statement of the views of these 
agencies. 

Such statements will be used in determining (1) the need for the addi- 
tional power which such program or project would make available, (2) 
the cost of such additional power at load centers, compared with the cost 
of equivalent power from alternative sources in the same region, (3) the 
revenues which would be derived from the sale of the additional power, 
(4) the effect of the program or project on the rate of depletion of the fuel 
resources of the region or Nation, and (5) recommendations as to the tim- 
ing of the installation of generating and other power facilities as part of, 
or incidental to, the program or project. 

17. Additional standards relating to flood control. 

(a) In the preparation of any program or project report concerned with 
flood control, the head of the agency proposing such program or project 
shall give consideration in the report to all methods of preventing or reduc- 
ing flood damage in each particular instance and shall include a report on 
the most effective and most economical choice or combination of one or more 
of the following methods of alleviating flood damage: 

(1) Flood-plain development and redevelopment, relocation, and zon- 
ing. 

(2) Sedimentation and runoff control. 

(3) Storage of flood waters on cultivated fields, other watershed 
lands, or underground through appropriate measures. 

(4) Levee and flood-wall construction. 

(5) Reservoir storage. 

(6) Channel improvement and rectification, bank stabilization, and 
floodways and diversions. 

(7) Flood forecasting. 

(8) Such other measures as will result in effective flood damage pre- 
vention or control. 

If the head of the agency preparing such a report finds that flood damage 
ean be prevented most effectively and economically through adoption by 
States, local governments, or districts of programs for flood-plain develop- 
ment and redevelopment, relocation, and zoning, or other similar measures, 
either in substitution for, or as a supplement to, construction of flood-con- 
trol works, he shall include in his project report information as to the 
extent to which it may be feasible to enter into arrangements with such 
States, local governments, or districts providing for Federal assistance to 
them in carrying out such measures. Such information shall be included 
on the assumption that the State, local government, or district in question 
will be authorized to engage in such development, relocation or zoning. As 
a guide for proposing such arrangements, the share of the cost which may 
be borne by the Federal Government as assistance to States and local gov- 
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ernments for such measures shall be no more than the share of costs which 
the Federal Government would bear in prosecuting the most economical 
alternative method of obtaining similar flood control benefits. 

(b) The report on any program or project having significant main stem 
flood control benefits, except for those of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
shall include a statement of the views of the Secretary of the Army or the 
Chief of Engineers on such aspects of the program or project. The report 
on any main stem program ‘or project having flood control benefits, except 
for those of the Tennessee Valley Authority, shall include a statement by 
the Secretary of Agriculture indicating the effect any existing or potential 
flood-prevention programs in the tributaries and headwaters of the river 
would have on the economic justification and feasibility of the main stem 
program or project. 

It would be expected that the views of the Corps of Engineers, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and/or any other agency concerned would ordinarily be 
reconciled prior to the submission of a project report to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

(c) Where benefits of the type described in paragraph 8b of this circular 
are attributed to a local flood-control project, the project report will be re- 
viewed in accordance with the criterion that there shall be a payment or 
contribution toward the construction costs of the project equal to at least 
50 percent of an amount determined by applying to the total construction 
costs of the project the ratio of the particular land-enhancement benefits 
involved to total monetary primary benefits as estimated in the evaluation 
report. To the extent feasible, a payment or contribution toward the costs 
of the program or project shall also be made where benefits of the type de- 
scribed in paragraph 8b of this circular are attributed to other flood-con- 
trol or flood-prevention programs or projects. In determining the payment 
or contribution that should be required in these cases, the responsible agency 
should consider the value of benefits to local beneficiaries. The evaluation 
report shall explain how the portion of the cost to be borne by local bene- 
ficiaries was determined. 

18. Additional standards relating to reclamation. 

(a) Appraisal of reclamation benefits. The report on any program or 
project having significant reclamation benefits shall include a statement of 
the views of the Secretary of Agriculture on the economic aspects of such 
phases of the program or project and his estimates of the effect of such 
reclamation benefits on the short-range and long-range agricultural needs of 
the Nation and the region in which the program or project is located, and 
the place of the program or project within the framework of a desirable 
long-range program to meet the Nation’s and the region’s estimated require- 
ments for food, fiber, and other agricultural commodities. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall be given reasonable notice by the head 
of the agency proposing any program or project having significant reclama- 
tion benefits of the latter’s intention to complete an evaluation of the pro- 
gram or project. If the report of the Secretary of Agriculture on the eco- 
nomic aspects of the reclamation phases of a program or project is not avail 
able within 90 davs after the completion of the main program or project 
report, the head of the agency proposing the program or project may submit 
the report thereon to the Bureau of the Budget without an accompanying 
report from the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) Repayment of irrigation costs.—Consistent with the standards of this 
cireular relating to renavment. irrigation project renorts submitted for 
authorization hy Congress may propose repayment of irrigation construction 
costs within 50 vears, with allowance for an additional development period 
of not to exceed 10 vears. 

Note.—Where irrigation projects are authorized administratively by the 
Secretary of the Interior under present law, repayment of the construction 
cost is based on the ability of the water users to pay over a period of 40 
years, with allowance for an additional development period of not to exceed 
10 vears, except that a longer period may he used where the costs are to be 
returned under contracts entered into pursuant to section 9 (e) of the Recla- 
mation Project Act of 1939. Projects in which the returnable allocations. 
together with nonreturnable allocations permitted by existing law, do not 
equal construction costs may be authorized only by act of Congress. 
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Pending the enactment of general legislation dealing with the use of the 
interest component to show assistance in the retirement of construction costs 
allocated to irrigation, proposed irrigation project reports will be reviewed 
in accordance with the following criteria: 

(1) Irrigation aspects of proposed projects shall meet a test of eco- 
nomic justification made in accordance with the principles, standards, 
and procedures set forth in this circular. 

(2) Net revenues from other purposes associated with the project may 
be proposed for use in helping to repay costs allocated to irrigation. 

(3) Where the cost allocated to irrigation is in excess of the sum of 
the anticipated repayments by the water users and other identifiable irri- 
gation beneficiaries, and any net revenues of any separable purposes of 
the project, the project report shall identify these excess costs and may 
propose that they be borne by the Federal Government as a subsidy to 
irrigation. Where a Federal subsidy is proposed, either by use of the 
interest component or otherwise, the project report shall clearly show 
the amount and composition of such subsidy, and the letter of trans- 
mittal to the Congress shall contain proposed authorizing language 
stating the maximum amount of such subsidy to irrigation which would 
be borne by the Federal Government. As soon as feasible, arrangements 
will be made to show any such subsidy in the annual budget presenta- 
tion to the Congress. 

Nore.—In determining financial feasibility of irrigation projects, the 
Department of the Interior has construed Federal reclamation laws to 
permit the use of interest payments on the construction cost allocated 
to power or water supply to show assistance in the retirement of con- 
struction costs allocated to irrigation that are in excess of the ability of 
the water users to repay. There has been no general legislation specifi- 
cally dealing with this policy. The Bureau of the Budget, in clearance 
of project reports, has never specifically approved or disapproved the 
policy of applying the interest component to assist in the retirement 
of costs allocated to irrigation. The use of the interest component for 
this purpose raises several important policy problems: (a) The interest 
component represents an indefinite type of subsidy, (b) the interest 
component may be used to make a project appear to be financially 
feasibile which is not economically sound, and (c) the size of the interest 
component necessarily varies with the size of the power or water-supply 
investment, and, therefore, the use of the interest component discrimi- 
nates against irrigation projects which are not directly associated with 
power- or water-supply projects or in which such invesments are small 
in relation to the size of the total project. 

19. Additional standards relating to recreation.—Proposals for recreational 
aspects of Federal water resources development programs and projects will be 
reviewed in accordance with the following standards: 

(a) Recreation potentialities shall be given full consideration in the 
preparation and evaluation of proposed water-resources programs and proj- 
ects. The financial costs of those aspects of survevs, investigations, and 
planning required to provide a full and complete understanding of the recrea- 
tion potentialities of these programs and projects shall be treated as a 
nonreimbursable Federal expense. 

(b) Recreation costs and benefits shall be dealt with on an incremental 
basis; i. e., costs specifically incurred for and benefits directly creditable to 
recreation shall be evaluated and considered apart from other project costs 
and benefits. Only the incremental costs expected to be incurred in providing 
recreational facilities as described in the following paragraphs (e) and (f) 
shall be allocated to recreation. 

(c) Potential damages to existing recreation areas, facilities, or values 
shall be recognized in planning for water-resources programs and projects, 
and the financial costs of prevention of such damage, or the replacement of 
such areas or facilities, to the extent practicable, shall be clearly set forth. 
All such costs shall be considered as joint or common costs and equitably 
allocated among the major purposes served by the project. 

(ad) Minimum basic facilities and services for protection of the program 
or project area and the accommodation or protection of the visting public, 
usually at the location of the dam site, shall not be considered recreational 
facilities, but necessary adjuncts to the construction of Federal projects. The 
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costs of these facilities and services shall be considered as joint or common 
costs and allocated to the major purposes for which such projects are 
constructed. 

(e) When modification in the design of a project or additional development 
in the project area, including access roads, is required in order to make 
recreational yalues available to the public, such modification or development 
shall be included in the project proposal only if: 

(1) The States or local governments or other beneficiaries agree to 
repay the full cost thereof; or 

(2) Such values are clearly indicated to be of national significance in 
accordance with criteria set forth in paragraph (g) following; and if 
either (a) the work is proposed to be authorized as a part of the 
national-park or national-forest programs for this area and is to be 
financed by appropriations made for these programs, or (b) the letter 
transmitting the proposed report to the Congress contains proposed 
authorizing language stating the maximum amount of such cost which 
would be borne by the Federal Government. 

(f) Where the public interest in the protection and preservation of recrea- 
tion values of any water-resources program or project require the purchase 
or the setting aside of a limited amount of additional land therefor, any costs 
thereof may properly be considered a Federal expense and allocated to 
recreation development. Where such recreation values are not of national 
significance, however, the costs of such purchase or setting aside of lands 
shall be recommended as a Federal expense only if State or local governments 
have, through an appropriate official, indicated an unwillingness or inability 
to protect and preserve such values. The acquisition of lands by the Federal 
Government to protect recreation values shall ordinarily be restricted to 
areas to which access roads are likely to be built. In cases where recreation 
values are of State or local significance, the lands acquired by the Federal 
Government shall be sold, leased, or licensed, or (in exceptional cases) 
granted, under appropriate rules or regulations, to State or local governments 
for development as soon as possible. All funds derived from such sales or 
leases shall be deposited in the general fund of the Treasury. 

There shall be provided a specific list and description of such lands recom- 
mended for acquisition or withdrawal and the reasons why their acquisition 
or withdrawal is required to protect or preserve recreation values. 

(g) In determining whether the recreation resources of a Federal water- 
resources project area are of national significance the following criteria shall 
be considered : 

(1) The water-resource project itself is such as to make it a subject of 
continuing nationwide public interest. 

(2) The presence within or adjacent to the water-resource area of 
outstanding scenic, historical, scientific, or archeological values of in- 
terest to the general public makes development of the recreation re- 
source a matter of national interest. 

(3) The recreation area, after development, will probably be used by 
a substantial number of residents of States other than the State or 
States in which the project area is located. 

(4) The relation and proximity of the water-resource project area to 
a national park, monument, national forest, or wilderness area is such 
that the recreation development will supplement the program on those 
federally administered areas. 

20. Additional standards relating to domestic, municipal, and industrial water 
supply.—Proposals for water-supply aspects of Federal water-resource develop- 
ment programs and projects will be reviewed in accordance with the following 
criteria : 

(a) Domestic, municipal, industrial, and other similar water supply shall 
be considered primarily a local and State responsibility. The needs of com- 
munities and industries for water supply shall, however, be given full con- 
sideration in the investigations, surveys, and preparation of plans for Fed- 
eral river development programs and projects. 

(bd) Proposals for the incorporation in a Federal program or project of 
provisions for domestic, municipal, or industrial water supply shall be made 
only if the total financial costs to be allocated to this purpose will be fully 
reimbursed by the States, local governments, districts, or persons served. 

21. Provision in Federal water-resources programs and projects for future 
requirements.—Where a significant saving will result from inclusion in the orig- 
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inal plan for a program or project of additional or enlarged structures, facili- 
ties, or parts thereof which will serve anticipated future non-Federal needs, as, 
for example, excess storage capacity in reservoirs for municipal or industrial 
water supply, provision for such inclusion may be made if: 

(a) The cost of including the facilities for anticipated future needs, in- 
cluding the properly allocable part of the joint costs of the program or pro- 
ject, represent not more than 15 percent of the total construction costs of the 
program or project. 

(6) All financial costs of such additions will be repaid within 50 years 
after the date on which initial use of such addition is begun, regardless of the 
degree to which the full capacity provided is utilized during that period. In 
arriving at the financial costs of such additions, interest on the construction 
costs during the period of deferral of any use may be waived. 

(c) Reasonable assurance is given by local interests at the time the pro- 
ject report is prepared that initial use of the proposed addition to the pro- 
gram or project will begin within not more than 10 years, and a repayment 
contract is signed by local interests prior to the beginning of construction 
agreeing to start repayment within such 10-year period. 

By direction of the President : 

FREDERICK J. LAWTON, Director. 

Mr. AncreLL. Why do you speak of the damages rather than 
benefits ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. When I spoke of damages I meant that the benefit 
from the prevention of damage to recreational craft is considered to 
be borne proportionately by the local interests and the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the ratio of 50-50, whereas benefits from the prevention 
of damage to commercial craft are considered to be a Federal respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. ANGELL. Originally it was true that recreational benefits were 
not considered in determining the economic strength of the project. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. AnceLti. When was that policy changed ? 

Mr. Brennan. The matter of considering recreational craft as part 
of the vessel traffic in our studies of commerce came about in 1932. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Was that the policy of the Army engineers or the 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That was an act of Congress called the Fletcher 
Act. 

Mr. Ancetu. It recognized recreational values ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnceELL. In terms of benefits ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancexu. Since that time the recreational values have been 
considered ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Ancext. Is there anything further / 

Mr. Warts. Would you mind letting me have copies of the letters 
you are putting in the record ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


THE FLeTcHeR ACT 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first paragraph of section 3 of the 
act entitled “An act making appropriations for the construction, repair, and 
preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved June 13, 1902, as amended and supplemented, is amended by 
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adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in this section 
the term ‘commerce’ shall include the use of waterways by seasonal passenger 
craft, yachts, houseboats, fishing boats, motorboats, and other similar water- 
craft, whether or not operated for hire.” 

Approved, February 10, 1932. 


Mr. Ancetu. Is there anything further? 

Mr. Kwox. I will request at this time that I be furnished with a 
transcript of the testimony on this one project. 

Mr. Anceu. If that is available you may have it. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. And also would you like to be permitted to offer 
further evidence in connection with this proposed increase ? 

Mr. Kwox. That is correct. I should also request and ask the Colo- 
nel one more question. That is relative to the Government ownership 
of land. Do you think that one formula can apply regardless of who 
owns the land that is abutting this particular stream or lake? 

Colonel Mir. You mean whether or not the formula that we now 
use would be applicable irrespective of the ownership of the land? 

Mr. Knox. Yes. 

Colonel Mitne. I would think, Mr. Knox, that that formula, if it 
is accepted by the Congress, wuold have applicability regardless of 
the owne rship of the land. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knox. Thank you; and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneeiti. Thank you, Mr. Knox. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further witnesses on this project? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoetu. If there is nothing further on this project the com- 
mittee will stand adjourned. 


(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Friday, February 12, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY FEBRUARY 12, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

_ The subcommittee met, pursuant to call of the chairman, at 10 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. ‘ 

Mr. AnceLi. The committee will come to order. 

The project set for hearing today is the Toledo Harbor, Ohio, House 
Document 620 of the 81st Congress. 

Colonel Milne, we will be very glad to hear from you. You may 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mitnz. Mr. Chairman, the report on this project is con- 
tained in House Document 620 of the 81st Congress, and was author- 
ized by resolution adopted by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
on 23 July, 1945. 

Totepo HaArsor, Oxo 


Toledo is located on both banks of the Maumee River on the west- 
ern edge of Lake Erie. The existing Federal project at Toledo pro- 
vides for a channel 25 feet in depth extending from water of that 
depth in Lake Erie across Maumee Bay and up the Maumee River 
for some total of 16 miles. The channel narrows from 500 feet to 
400 feet as it enters the Maumee River and tapers down to 200 feet 
at the upper end of the project. 

At the point of the Maumee Dike the channel has been widened 
to provide a channel 300 feet wide on each side of the dike. In 
1952 over 30 million tons of commerce was handled on this improved 
waterway. The commerce consisted predominantly of coal, iron ore 
products, and petroleum, and there were over 5,000 vessel trips in- 
volved in transporting that very large tonnage. 

Local interests have indicated some difficulty in navigation due 
primarily to the location of the Maumee Dike and additional ob- 
stacles in the channel proper. They have consistently requested that 
consideration be given to removing Maumee Dike and in addition 
removing a sunken crib located about 1,200 feet south of the dike to 
provide a sheltered area for lake carriers at the north entrance of 
the channel, and to mark or remove pilings and cribs which are 
hazardous to navigation. 
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The Chief of Engineers has investigated the requirements of local 
interests and has thoroughly gone into the navigation situation at 
Toledo Harbor. He finds that the provision of a sheltered area at the 
north end of the existing channel is not economically justified. He 
also finds that the marking of the Ottawa River Channel and the 
removal of certain other obstacles can be accomplished under his own 
authority, if economically justified. This hearing is to consider the 
removal of the Maumee Dike. He believes the removal of that dike 
is economically justified and recommends it be accomplished. That 
report was referred to local interests who have indicated approval, 
and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection. 

Based on the original project, the Federal cost for removal of the 
dike was estimated at $420,000. That estimate was revised in 1953 to 
a cost of $512,000 for removal of the dike. In addition, the Coast 
Guard would have a charge of $396,000 for the erection of crib lights 
on either side of the channel to replace present lights on Maumee 
Dike. Based on the revised costs, the annual carrying charges for the 
modification are estimated at $28,600. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.0 
to 1. Local interests would be required to save the United States free 
from damage due to the construction works, and they have indicated 
1 willingness to cooperate with that item of local cooperation. 

To outline the benefits that would accrue as a result of the removal 
of that dike is a difficult thing to do. They do not lend themselves 
too well to a finding in terms of actual dollars. We know they do 
present a serious obstacle. There is no question about that. In 1936 
we were authorized by the Congress to widen the channel so as to 
provide a channel 300 feet wide on each side of the dike. It was hoped 
at that time that that would eliminate a great deal of the trouble 
experienced by navigation. Unfortunately, that work did not elim- 
inate all accidents. Since 1936 there have been four accidents in 
which vessels have struck the dike with rather serious consequences 
and damages to those four vessels, plus the loss in time of the vessels. 
The damages are estimated to equal an amount far in excess of the 
actual cost of removing the dike. 

The commerce at the Toledo Harbor is extremely heavy, predomi- 
nantly coal and petroleum. If a vessel should strike that dike and 
sink into the channel—and that is entirely within the realm of pos- 
sibility—it could block entirely the entrance and exit to Toledo Har- 
bor and block it for from 1 to 2 weeks. If this should happen there 
would be a complete disruption of the orderly movement of traffic in 
and out of the harbor, and this would have serious effects on the dis- 
tribution of coal into the entire Great Lakes area, plus the distribu- 
tion of petroleum into Canada. There are 20 vessels entering and 
leaving Toledo Harbor every day, and those forty-odd vessels carry 
tonnage in excess of 100,000 tons. So if that channel were completely 
blocked for 2 weeks, you would have 1.5 million tons of commerce 
denied entrance or exit from the harbor and commerce would have 
to move by rail or truck which would present a serious problem to 
the other commercial carriers. If this should happen in time of 
emergency, it could be very serious indeed. 

In an attempt to reduce this to a dollars-and-cents proposition, we 
have estimated that over the life of the project, assuming it to be 50 
years, one vessel could strike that dike and sink into the channel and 
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another could block off half the channel. Based on that assumption, 
we find that the benefits from the prevention of that damage are ex- 
tremely high. In addition to that possibility there does “exist the 
present fact that the large lake carriers in entering or leaving Toledo 
Harbor must of necessity alter their course as they go by the Maumee 

dike. In periods of high winds, if they attempt to shift their course 
they have extreme difficulty and the wind can blow them into the dike 
or into the shore. If they attempt to swing toward the shore, there is 
a tendency for the vessel to be sucked toward the bank. They have 
found it necessary to proceed with great caution, and they must reduce 
their speed about half. That results in a del: ay, and when you consider 

5,000 vessel trips a year, that delay becomes appreciable in a year’s 
time. 

So those tangible benefits we have analyzed have indicated to us 
that the project is well justified and we recommend that the Federal 
Government remove the existing dike down to a depth of 25 feet. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there any non-Federal contribution in dollars? 

Colonel Mitne. There is no non-Federal contribution for a project 
of this type, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the nature of that dike? Is that a man-made 
dike ? 

Colonel Mine. That is a man-made dike constructed 60 years ago. 
It consists of two rubble mounds and the interior is filled with dirt and 
at each end provision has been made for the erection of lights. The 
outer part of the rubble mound is filled with rock. 

Mr. Anceixi. For what purpose was the dike constructed ? 

Colonel Mine. Purely to provide a place for the lights to the 
channel. 

Mr. Ancetx. But not for the purpose of navigation ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is right. 

Mr. Ancetu. It has proved now to have been a mistake ? 

Colonel Minne. Sixty years ago the characteristics of the commerce 
were much different than today. With the advent of very large lake 
carriers, many over 600 feet in length, that dike has proved to be a 
mistake. 

Mr. Ancett. What did that dike cost ? 

Colonel Mizner. Originally? I would have to furnish that for the 
record. 

Mr. Ancetu. Furnish it for the record. 

The information is as follows: 

The original cost of the crib which was initially started in 1891 and 
completed in 1907 was $57,200. 

Mr. Anceti. You have indicated that in addition to the $512,000 
Federal cost there would be an additional cost of $396,000 to ‘Te Coast 
Guard. What is that for? 

Colonel Mitne. The charge of $396,000 to the Coast Guard would 
be to provide cr ib lights on either side of the channel. It will be neces- 
sary to provide a light marking for this channel, and when we remove 
the dike the Coast Guard would put crib lights on each side of the 
channel so that commerce could proceed at night. 

Mr. Anceti. That would be to take the place of the lights now pro- 

vided by the dike? 

Colonel Mine. That is right. 
39263—54—vol. 125 
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Mr. AncGe. Is the money available for that construction by the 
Coast Guard ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The Coast Guard has indicated its concurrence in 
the removal of that dike, and the replacement of it with the crib 
lights. They would have to have an appropriation made for the 
work. 

Mr. Anceit. Would that have to be a separate project that would 
have to be passed upon by this committee ? 

Colonel Minne. ‘The Coast Guard would have to have money ap- 
propriated, but not from this committee. 

Mr. AncELL. Where would they get it, from the military ? 

Colonel Mitnr. No, I had hoped there would be a representative 
from the Coast Guard here. I do not know how they get the money, 
but my understanding is they do not require individual authorization. 

Mr. AnceLi. Any questions ? 

Mr. Scupper. Will the money be provided by funds other than 
Federal funds? 

Colonel Mitne. For the Coast Guard lights ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Colonel Mitne. No, that would be Federal funds. 

Mr. Scupper. The Federal Government would pay the cost of re- 
moval of the dike plus the cost of the lights ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. That is right. I might say that although we show 
a Federal cost of $512,000 which does not include the cost of the re- 
placement of those lights, in our annual charges which we use to com- 
pute our benefit-cost ratio, we have picked up the cost of the Coast 
Guard work to arrive at the annual figure of $28,600. 

Mr. ANGELL. What would be the annual maintenance? 

Colonel Mitne. None. At the present time it costs $3,000 to main- 
tain the dike. 

Mr. Ancett. How wide is the channel on each side of the dike ? 

Colonel Mitne. 300 feet. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is either channel equally effective for the passage of 
traffic ? 

Colonel Mitne. Both channels are used. 

Mr. Ancett. If one is blocked the other could be used ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the main objective in getting rid of the dike? 

Colonel Mitne. The lake carriers coming either into or out of the 
harbor must alter their course as they approach this obstacle in the 
middle of the channel. In conditions of unfavorable wind there is a 
tendency to swing these extremely large vessels into the dike or into 
the shore, and if they get too close to the shore there is a tendency to 
get sucked into the bank. There have already been four rather se- 
vere accidents in this dike since 1936 and the damages occasioned by 
these accidents are more than the present cost of removing that dike. 

Mr. Scupper. Are the channels on either side of the dike much 
narrower than in a normal channel? 

Colonel Miutne. The normal channel is 500 feet in width and on 
either side of this dike you have a 300-foot-wide channel. In 1936, 
in an attempt to eliminate the hazard, we widened that channel to 
300 feet on each side of the Maumee Dike and we were hopeful that 
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would solve the problem, but our experience has shown that the dike 
is still a serious problem. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the depth of the channel ? 

Colonel Mitne. 25 feet. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the length of the dike ? 

Colonel Minne. 1,415 feet. 

Mr. Scupper. How long would it take to remove the dike? 

Colonel Mixing. It could be removed in one working season, sir. 

Mr. Ance.ti. Any questions from anyone to my right? Mr. Jones ? 

Mr. Jonzs. No. 

Mr. Scupper. What was the dike originally put there for? 

Colonel Mitne. It was constructed to form a foundation for the 
lights marking the channels. It was put there about 60 years ago. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Colonel. 

We have with us the Honorable Frazier Reams, and will be very 
happy to hear from you, sir. If you care to you may present your 
witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRAZIER REAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Reams. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

I shall not be one of the technical witnesses here. I am very much 
interested in this project. I served for some time as a member of 
the Port Commission of the city of Toledo before I became a Member 
of Congress, and I know this situation, but the witnesses whom I have 
with me this morning are witnesses who can give technical and accu- 
rate information. 1 came here particularly to express my thanks 
to you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for coming 
here on this holiday and holding this session in order that my wit- 
nesses and associates may testify. I realize it was an inconvenience, 
but the hearing having been originally set for this time and their 
being unable to come at another time, it is very much appreciated. 

I want to present the three witnesses, and I take it you, Mr. Chair- 
man, will call them in order. 

The first is Adm. Lyndon Spencer, whose address is Cleveland, but 
he is interested in everything involving lake carriers on the Great 
Lakes. For 30 years he was an active officer of the Coast Guard and 
for the last several years he has been with the Lake Carriers Associa- 
tion, of which he is president. 

Then I have the pleasure of presenting Mr. Leslie E. Thal, pres- 
ident of the Toledo-Lucas County Port Commission for many years. 
He is also now the manager of the industrial department of the Toledo 
Chamber of Commerce. 

I am also glad to present Mr. Norman Drulard, commissioner of 
harbors and bridges of the city of Toledo, and acting harbor master of 
the port of Toledo. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank you 
for this opportunity to appear on this matter which is so important to 
my district and to one of the great tonnage ports of the world. 

‘Mr. Ancey. We are very happy to have them with us, Mr. Reams. 


Admiral Lyndon Johnson. 
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STATEMENT OF ADM. LYNDON SPENCER, PRESIDENT OF THE LAKE 
CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 


Admiral Srencer. Mr. Chairman, I just got that title this morning. 
I suppose it is because the Senator from Texas and I have the same 
first name. My name is Lyndon Spencer. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may proceed, Admiral Spencer. 

Admiral Spencer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Lyndon Spencer and I am president of the Lake Carriers’ 
Association, with headquarters in Cleveland, Ohio. Our association 
has 26 member companies who operate 330 bulk cargo vessels on the 
Great Lakes. These vessels have a registered tonnage of over 2 million 
and a carrying capacity of over 3 million gross tons. 

For many years the association has pointed out the hazard to navi- 
gation presented by the dike in the center of the channel leading into 
Toledo Harbor, Ohio. I appear here today to urge approval of the 
report from the Corps of Engineers which recommends removal of 
this dike and the establishment of lighted aids to navigation along 
the bank of the approach channel. 

Well over 30 million tons of cargo move in and out of Toledo an- 
nually, making this the 10th port in the United States in volume of 
traflic. This movement requires better than 4,000 entries and 4,000 
departures of large vessels each year. Every one of these vessel pas- 
sages is made more hazardous because of the existence of this dike in 
the center of the channel. 

As vessels proceed along this channel, either inbound or outbound, 
the dike looms ahead of them and the vessel must sheer off into a com- 
paratively narrow side channel to get by. Wind, currents, and fog 
make avoidance of the dike difficult. The side channels are so narrow 
that vessels have difficulty in avoiding a suction that may pull them up 
against the bank with consequent damage. 

During the past season there was an accident. which provides a good 
example of the danger presented by this center dike. The steamer 
Alpena was proceeding into the harbor and was beset by a sudden 
fog. The vessel, in spite of good seamanship and piloting, failed to 
make the necessary change in course and struck upon the northeast 
corner of the dike. Although proceeding at slow speed, the vessel 
was damaged so that the repairs cost $27,000 and the vessel was out 
of business 14 days, which caused its owners a loss of another $28,000, 
or a total loss of $55,000 for that one accident. 

There is some traffic in and out of Toledo even in the wintertime 
when considerable ice usually forms in the west end of Lake Erie. 
The narrow channel on each side of the dike forms a bottleneck which 
makes more difficult the passage of the steamers. Removal of the 
dike would permit a better flow of the ice, which is broken up by the 
steamers as they force their way in and out. 

In their report on this project, the engineers have found a very 
satisfactory ratio of benefit to cost. The volume of waterborne traffic 
in this port and its value to the port of Toledo and to the whole Nation 
is such that the proposed improvements should be authorized without 
question. 

The Lake Carriers’ Association hopes that not only will the pro- 
posed work be approved, but also that funds will be made available 
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in the near future sc that the work may be carried out and navigation 
in and out of the port of Toledo be made safer. 

Thank you very much. If there are any questions I should be glad 
to answer them. 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions? 

Thank you, Admiral. 

The next witness is Mr. Leslie Thal. Mr. Thal, the committee will 
be very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF LESLIE E. THAL, PRESIDENT OF THE TOLEDO-LUCAS 
COUNTY PORT COMMISSION 


Mr. Tuan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Leslie E. Thal, I am president of the Toledo-Lucas County Port 
Commission, manager of the industrial department of the Toledo 
Chamber of Commerce and secretary of its river and harbor com- 
mittee. 

Prior to 1903, shipping in the port of Toledo used the natural 
meandering channel across the flat bottom of Maumee Bay. Realizing 
that the port of Toledo had a splendid future in commercial shipping, 
a straight channel was developed from the deep water of Lake Erie 
to the mouth of the Maumee River. This straight channel was opened 
for navigation in 1903 and the Maumee Bay range light was estab- 
lished in that channel as an aid to navigation. At that time, ships 
on the Great Lakes were comparatively small and few in number. 
The port of Toledo has grown from the standpoint of tonnage until 
it is presently second on the Great Lakes, exceeded only by Duluth- 
Superior, and among the first 10 great ports of the Nation. Ships 


have grown in this 51- -year period from eco 450 feet to 


approximately 700 feet. The number of ship entries has grown to 
5,000 a year. 

The Maumee Bay ranges, which for many years were considered 
an aid to navigation, are now considered a hazard to shipping. The 
reason for this is that the Government project channel through Mau- 
mee Bay is 500 feet wide but at the Maumee Bay ranges, it is neces- 

sary to make a sharp turn and enter the 300-foot channels on either 
side of this crib installation. 

By way of example, in the middle 1920’s the Government dredge 
Witllets Point, the sailing yacht Lady Lampton, and a lake freighter 
all collided at the range light. The yacht was sunk, the other two 
badly damaged. A long legal battle ensued. On August 19, 1941, the 
Adriatic, inbound with ore, collided with the Canadian tanker Oak- 
branch. At that time there was a dredge working in the north chan- 
nel. Both vessels were required to take the south channel. A mis- 
understanding of signals, a moment of confusion, a crash, two 
damaged ships. The tug Barkhamstead was towing in the barge Con- 
stitution on August 29, 1945, to take on coal. Out of the northwest 
came a line squall with winds in excess of 60 miles an hour. The high 
wind lasted only 5 minutes but the Constitution dragged along the 
crib installation and badly damaged the dock and warehouse as well 
as the barge itself. Almost the same set of circumstances overtook 
the barge Maida and her consort the Jesse James on September 21, 
1947, when winds of unprecedented velocity swept the Maumee Bay 
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area. The Maida hit the rock cribbing so hard that when she was 
towed off she went down in 27 feet of water. This made her the 
only commercial vessel ever to sink in Maumee Bay. The owners of 
the J/aida estimated the entire cost of this damage to be $430,000. On 
August 14, 1953, the Alpena moving into the port of Toledo through 
a heavy fog collided with the Maumee Bay range light doing dam- 
age of $55,000, according to my friend, Admiral Spencer; I had 
$70,000. 

Records will fail to show the near misses, the anguish, and the 
heart failure felt by many a skipper as he brings his ship into Toledo. 
Even the grounding at this point from which the freighter frees her- 
self are unrecorded. 

Because of the conditions prevailing in this point of our channel, 
a hearing was held in 1948 before the United States Corps of Engi- 
neers to the end that the Maumee Bay range light be removed from 
the center of the channel and side lights be used. No interests ap- 
peared at this hearing seeking to retain the installation. The removal 
of these lights would make the Maumee Bay Channel safer to navi- 
gate in the opinion of the skippers of the Great Lakes vessels. 

Therefore, the Toledo-Lucas County Port Commission and the 
river and harbor committee of the Toledo Chamber of Commerce 
respectively request the Public Works Committee of the House of 
Representatives to approve the removal of the Maumee Bay range 
lights. 

Gentlemen, for the purpose of the record and for your perusal I 
should like to submit some photographs. 

Photograph No. 1 is labeled : 

Dike in Toledo Harbor channel for range lights; 1,400 feet long. Vessels 


using channel on each side of dike. Note condition of stone revetments. Keep- 
er’s house at southwestern end of dike in background. 


Photograph No. 2 shows: 
Dike in Toledo Harbor channel, for range lights, showing range light at north- 
eastern end of crib. Photegraph taken August 26, 1949. 


Photograph No. 3 shows: 


Keeper’s house on southwestern end of dike in Toledo Harbor channel. Note 
condition of fill at center of dike. Photograph taken August 26, 1949. 

And our prize exhibit is photograph 4: 

The sunken barge Maida, owned by the Pringle Barge Line Co., Detroit, Mich., 
blocking the western side of the channel at the dike bearing the range lights in 
Toledo Harbor, September 20, 1947. The barge sank after a collision with the 
concrete revetment facing the dike, during a gale. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetu. Thank you, Mr. Thal. Any questions? 

Thank you again, Mr. Thal. 

Is Mr. MacRitchie here ? 

Mr. Reams. No; Mr. MacRitchie is not here, but Mr. Drulard, com- 
missioner of harbors and bridges and acting harbor master of the city 
of Toledo, Ohio, is here and will testify in his stead. 

Mr. Anceti. We will be very glad to hear from you, Mr. Drulard. 
Will you give your full name and title so that it may be correctly 
placed in the record ? 
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STATEMENT OF NORMAN DRULARD, COMMISSIONER OF HARBORS 
AND BRIDGES AND ACTING HARBOR MASTER, CITY OF TOLEDO, 
OHIO 


Mr. Drutarb. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Norman R. 
Drulard, commissioner of harbor and bridges and acting harbor mas- 
ter for the city of Toledo. 

In a report to the Chief of Engineers dated March 31, 1949, the dis- 
trict engineer recommended the ‘removal of the center dike on which 
are located the 1 range lights for the Toledo Harbor entrance channel 
in Maumee Bay. 

In this report, which included a recommendation of excavation of 
this area to the project depth of 25 feet, he stated this would benefit 
general navigation by providing incre: ased si afety through the elimina- 
tion of the possibility of collision with the center dike. In addition, 
the improvement would result in some saving of time and would pro- . 
vide for safer year-round navigation. The tangible benefits, which in- 
clude elimination of collisions and savings in time, were estimated at 
about $46,000 annually, and the intangible benefits in the form of in- 
creased safety were considered of equal or greater value than the 
tangible benefits. The total improvement cost was estimated at 
$26,300 annually, when amortized over a 50-year period. This would 
give a ratio of benefit to cost of 1.8, which in these days of stricter 
economy makes this project very desirable. 

The report includes a list of three vessels, with damages, which 
have had a definite collision with the dike since 1932. A number of 
other vessels are also known to have scraped the dike or channel bank, 
causing some minor damage. Since the writing of this report an- 
other vessel, the Alpena, owned by the Wyandotte Transportation Co., 
Wyandotte, Mich. “s has also had a collision with the dike, with dam- 
ages estimated at $70,000. 

At the present time, the center dike is in very poor condition and 
requires extensive repairs which were estimated at $72,00) in 1947. 
This money might more properly be applied toward the removal of 
the dike. 

Attached to the original copy of my statement are photographs 
showing the Maida blocking the north channel at the center dike, and 
an interior view of the dike showing the repairs required. Those are 
the photographs you gentlemen now have. 

The estimated annual savings resulting from the removal of the 
center dike were based on the expectancy that in a 50-year period there 
would be 1 major collision and 1 minor collision at this point. How- 
ever, based on the previous record and the more recent collision, this 
estimated annual savings by removal of the dike appears quite con- 
servative. 

Experienced navigators and vessel masters have said that the exist- 
ing range lights as now located (which were built in 1903) have out- 
lived their usefulness; that they were satisfactory in the days of 
smaller and slower vessels, but are a definite hazard to present-day 
navigation with its larger, wider, and faster vessels and heavier traffic. 

Building of the St. Lawrence seaway, with its consequent tremen- 
dous impact on shipping in the Toledo Harbor, considered by many 
to be the western terminus of the seaway, will only reemphasize the 
importance of this vital improvement. 
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The city of Toledo, therefore, concurs in the recommendations of 
the Corps of Engineers, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors, the Lake Carriers’ Association, and the State of Ohio that the 
existing project be modified to provide for removal of the center dike 
on which the Maumee Bay range lights are located, to the project depth 
of 25 feet, and the substitution therefor of drib lights along the chan- 
nel lines. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Drulard. What is the population of 
Toledo? 

Mr. Drunarp. About 350,000. 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions? Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. I might comment it looks like you have a real traffic 
hazard and an improvement of that sort would seem to be very neces- 
sary. 

Mr. Ancetx. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions on the right ? 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you have any channel-improvement works going on 
there at the present time ? 

Mr. Drutarp. The channel course is maintained by the Corps of 
Engineers and the dike is maintained by them. 

Mr. Jones. Is this annual cost for keeping the dike in repair? 

Mr. Druxarp. I am not in position to answer that. 

Mr. ANcetx. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Scupprer. I would like to make a remark off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Reams, do you have anything to add or any fur- 
other witnesses ? 

Mr. Reams. I have nothing further to add but a further word of 
appreciation to the committee for sitting on this holiday and hearing 
these witnesses and the very courteous hearing you have given them. 

Mr. Ancett. We thank you gentlemen for the presentation and the 
committee will take it under consideration. If there is nothing fur- 
ther we will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon at 10:45 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1954 


House or Representatives, 
ComMMITrTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rrvyzers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 1:10 p. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ancett. The committee will come to order. 

The first project on the agenda today is the Sheboygan Harbor of 
_ Wisconsin, House Document 554 of the 82d Congress. 


SHEBOYGAN Harpor, W1s. 


Mr. Ancett. We have with us the Honorable William K. Van Pelt, 
our colleague of Wisconsin, who is very much interested in that project 
and who was very helpful to us in showing us around Wisconsin when 
the committee was up there last summer. 

The usual procedure is to have the Corps of Engineers make their 
presentation first. Is that agreeable? 

Mr. Van Pett. That is fine. 

Mr. AnceLL. Very well. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with your presentation of this proj- 

ct, if you will. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mizner. Mr. Chairman, the report on Sheboygan Harbor is 
contained in House Document 554 of the 82d Congress, 2d session, as 
authorized by a resolution of the House Public Works Committee 
dated October 15, 1949. 

Sheboygan is located in the southeastern part of the State of Wis- 
consin on the shores of Lake Mic higan. The city of Sheboygan is pri- 
marily devoted to industry. The existing Federal project for Sheboy- 
gan Harbor provides for an entrance channel 25 feet in depth from 
that depth of water in Lake Michigan, extending for about 700 feet 
and then reducing to a depth of 21 feet inside the mouth of the Sheboy- - 
gan River. 

In the year 1952 in excess of 500,000 tons’of commerce were handled 
on this waterway. The commerce was predominantly coal. 

Local interests have indicated difficulty with navigation due pri- 
marily to restricted width at the harbor entrance and lack of depth 
from the end of the existing Federal project. 
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I might point out that local interests have over the past several 
years maintained a channel extending from the end of the Federal 
project to approximately the highway bridge at Eighth Street, vary- 
ing in depth from 15 to 19 feet. They feel that that depth is inade- 
quate for existing commerce and request that consideration be given 
to deepening the entrance channel to 28 feet, and widening the en- 
trance channel and deepening the approach channel to 23 ‘feet, and 
then providing a depth of 21 feet from the end of the Federal proj- 
ect to 800 feet above the Eighth Street Bridge; and also to provide 
a channel 15 feet in depth above that point. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the area very thoroughly 
and has come to the conclusion that certain modifications to the exist- 
ing Federal project are justified. He does not feel that deepening 
the entrance channel to 28 feet is justified. However, he does recom- 
mend that it be widened to provide for a better approac *h and that the 
25-foot depth be extended some 500 feet, that the 21-foot channel, 
165 feet wide be extended from its present limits to 800 feet above 
the Eighth Street Bridge; and that a channel 15 feet in depth and 
100 feet wide be provided above that point. 

Based on those recommendations and the cost at the time that the 
project document was prepared, it was estimated that the cost of this. 
project would be $199,100 Federal and $75,000 non-Federal, for a 
total of $274,100. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of 
$217,200, and a non-Federal cost of $80,000, for a grand total of 
$297,200. 

Based on those revised costs the annual charges are estimated at 
$17,260 Federal and $2,820 non-Federal, or a total of $20,080. 

Again based on the revised costs, the benefit-cost ratio is estimated 
to be 2.44 to 1. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were furnished 
to the State of Wisconsin and they indicated their concurrence. Like- 
wise the Bureau of the Budget indicated that they had no objection 
to the transmittal of this project to the Congress. 

The difficulties are due entirely to lack of width at the approach 
channel and lack of depth in the existing Federal project. 

There are several types of commodities that would make use of this 
improved waterway. One is a rather substantial movement of crude 
oil to a refinery located in the city of Sheboygan. That refinery has 
a capacity of something in excess of 250,000 tons of petroleum prod- 
ucts a year. At the present time they are operating at a capacity of 
168,000 tons. Due to the inadequate channel depth they are unable 
to bring petroleum in by water. If this channel were improved to a 
21-foot depth all of the petroleum would move by lake carriers into 
Sheboygan. 

We have estimated that the savings due to that movement of 168,000 
tons would total $20,000 annually. 

In addition to the movement of petroleum, fertilizer and limestone 
products would be transported over the improved channel. That could 
— at a rather substantial savings. 

‘inally, in the 15-foot section we estimate that lumber products for 
several furniture manufacturers would move by water. At the present 
time the lumber comes in to the end of the existing Federal project and 
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is unloaded and then transported overland to the users. With the 
improvements we have recommended the lumber would move to its 
ultimate destination by water at an estimated savings of about $1.25 
a ton. 

We have conservatively estimated some 12,000 tons of lumber would 
be received by water. 

Then there is a factor of safety involved which is not susceptible to 
a dollar analysis, but which nevertheless we feel justifies the widening 
of the entrance channel. ; 

So all of those benefits—the safety feature and the real and tangible 
savings to commerce—we believe warrant the modification of this 
project as recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Ancety. Colonel Milne, is there any additional annual main- 
tenance involved ? 

Colonel Mitne. I do not have that figure, Mr. Chairman. There 
would be some and I can furnish the exact figure for the record. How- 
ever, it would be rather nominal. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the dark area shown on the map, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. That is the outline of the existing Federal project. 

Mr. Anee.L. Explain that, please ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is a dredged channel from Lake Michigan 25 
feet in depth, and then dropping down to the depth of 21 feet and 
extending just inside the mouth of Sheboygan River. That work has 
been accomplished under a previous Federal authorization. 

Mr. Ancert. You mean to say all of that dark area would be 
navigable. 

Colonel Miine. It is now. 

Mr. Anoety. And the depth ? 

Colonel Mitnr. 21 feet in the main channel and 20 feet in the turning 
basin. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the width at the widest part, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mirne. The width of the entrance is about 500 feet, and 400 
feet in the 20-foot section. 

Mr. Anceiu. Dr. Neal, do you have any questions of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Nea. No, sir. 

Mr. Ance.y. Are there any questions of the Colonel, on the right? 

Mr. Macurowrcz. No questions, except I think your report shows, 
in answer to the question of Mr. Angell, that it will require a sum of 
$8,300 annually for maintenance in addition to the requirements. 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. 

Mr. Annee. Thank you, Colonel. 

We have our colleague, Congressman Van Pelt, here from Wiscon- 
sin. We will be very glad to hear you, sir. You may make your 
presentation at this time, or call your witnesses, as you desire. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Van Petr. Fine. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Rivers and Harbors subcom- 
mittee, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to appear here today to 
express my interest in the Sheboygan, Wis., harbor improvement 
project, and to introduce to you the representatives of the city of She- 
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boygan, who have come to Washington to give testimony regarding 
the necessity for these improvements. 

Before presenting the witnesses I want also to again thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, and the other members of your subcommittee, for t taking 
the time to visit Sheboygan last September 14 and personally inspect- 
ing this harbor. The citizens of Sheboygan are most grateful for the 
opportunity they had to point out the urgent need for the proposed 
improvements. ‘No doubt you observed that the people of Sheboygan 
are justly proud of the strategic location of their community on the 
Great Lakes and are intense ly interested in making their harbor one 
of the finest on Lake Michigan. 

This interest is further reflected in the appearance of this repre- 
sentative committee of citizens here today. It was also demonstrated 
on April 10, 1952, when a delegation of 12 men from the city of She- 
boygan came to Washington and appeared with me on this project at 

hearing before the Board of Engineers of Rivers and Harbors at 
Gravelly Point. ‘That delegation included the mayor and other offi- 
cials of Sheboygan, members of the Sheboygan Association of Com- 
merce, and representatives of both labor and management. 

Still further evidence of the good faith of the community is the 
fact that the city has approved the required legislation to provide the 
eae S share of the cooperative funds needed to complete the 
project 

At this time I would like to present the representative of the city of 
Sheboygan who will testify in favor of this project. I understand 
that at the conclusion of their testimony a number of statements pre- 
pared by civic, industrial and union leaders of Sheboygan will be 
submitted. 

Mr. Chairman, there will be three men who are prepared to testify, 
Mr. Matthew M. Shook, Jr., executive vice president of the Sheboygan 
Association of Commerce; Mayor Edward C. Schmidt, of Sheboygan ; 
and Nathan Heffernan, city attorney of Sheboygan. 

There is also in the delegation Mr. Milton Kummer, representing 
the C. Reiss Coal Co.; Marvin H. Busse, representing the Optenberg 
Iron Works; E. F. Klozotsky of the Wisconsin Telephone Co., and 
former president of the Sheboygan Association of Commerce; Foster 
Nelson, of the Wisconsin Oil Refining Co.; George Arenz, represent- 
ing the Central Labor Council of the American Federation of Labor; 
and Emil Schuette, representing the Independent Union Council. 

They are here and are willing to subject themselves to any questions 
that the committee may desire to ask after the three gentlemen I men- 
tioned first have testified. 

At this time I will present Mr. Matthew Shook of the Association of 
Commerce of Sheboygan. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Van Pelt, may I say that the committee was cer- 
tainly very happy to have had the opportunity to visit this area and 
receive the very fine reception we did receive there. I was happy as 
an individual to be among the members of that committee, and I think 
the committee received a very favorable impression as to the necessity 
for this project. We have a number of projects before us this after- 
noon. Unfortunately, our main committee met this morning in a full 
committee session and they are going to meet in executive session again 
at 3 o’clock, so that those of your witnesses who have prepared state- 
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ments, if they are willing to do so, might submit them and just hit 
the highlights of their statements. 

Mr. Van Prur. I have so instructed them, Mr. Chairman, in order 
to cooperate with the committee. 

Mr. Anceti. We want to make the record complete and we do not 
want to leave anybody out. We want you to have an opportunity to 
present your full case. 

We will be very happy to hear from you, Mr. Shook. 


STATEMENT OF MATTHEW M. SHOOK, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, SHEBOYGAN ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 


Mr. SHoox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Matthew M. Shook, Jr., executive vice president of the Sheboygan 
Association of Commerce. 

Mr. Aceii. Mr. Shook, the committee is very glad to hear you. 

Mr. SHoox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. AnceLL. You may be seated, if you so desire. 

Mr. SuHoox. Thank you. 

Gentlemen, as indicated in the record in Document 554 you have 
heard Colonel Milne describe many of the details that are involved 
in the Sheboygan Harbor in the proposed project. At the same time, 
as you stated just before, Mr. Chairman, you have been at Sheboygan 
and you have seen it yourself. We will try to make our presentation 
as brief as possible, therefore, presenting you with the written testi- 
mony and touching only upon the highlights as it may involve new 
developments since the last hearing. 

Mr. Ancett. That is very agreeable to the committee, Mr. Shook. 

Mr. SHoox. The first person I would like to call upon, Mr. Chair- 
man, is the mayor of the city of Sheboygan, for his statement. 

Mayor Edward C. Schmidt. 

Mr. Ancretu. We are very glad to have your statement, Mayor 
Schmidt. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD C. SCHMIDT, MAYOR OF 
SHEBOYGAN, WIS. 


Mayor Scumipr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
you referred to the fact whether we have any written statements. We 
are trying to cut them as short as possible. I would like to read a few 
excerpts and hand in the full report. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may do so. 

Mayor Scumipr. I would like to state at the outset that all of us 
here, comprising the so-called delegation from the city of Sheboygan, 
Wis., are very appreciative of the privilege and opportunity to appear 
before you this morning in regard to Sheboy gan’s request for Federal 
partic ipat ion in the development of its harbor. 

Ever since 1948, there has been in Sheboygan a remarkable display 
of sustained interest, constant community coopel ‘ation, and singleness 
of purpose on the part of the local government, the association of com- 
merce, local industry, organized “labor, and commercial and civic 
groups in their sincere efforts to interest the Government to authorize 
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Federal participation for the purpose of developing Sheboygan’s 
harbor. As an indication of this conviction and spirit in our com- 
munity, 1 would like to point out that this is the third time a repre- 
sentative citizens’ delegation from Sheboygan has journeyed to Wash- 
ington, each person at ‘his own or his or ganization’s expense, to aid his 
community in the furtherance of this project. 

Sheboygan for many years had a thriving and teeming harbor, 
serving not only that community but an extensive area to the west 
of Lake Michigan. The marked slump in business activity in the 
1930's, followed by the wartime effects during most of the 1940's, 
brought about a marked decrease in harbor activity in Sheboygan 
during those years. 

Since the year 1948, however, there has been a marked increase 
in use and a still more marked demand on the part of commercial 
and industrial interests in our area for full activation and develop- 
ment of this transportation facility to afford them a competitive ad- 
vantage, now that freight and transportation rates have become an 
incre: isingly important fi ctor since the war years 

The city of Sheboygan, a city approac hing 50, 000 population, now 
finds itself in a situation where it has a very potential natural re- 
source at its doorstep that cannot be properly utilized. The city has 
available the usual motortruck transportation, one railroad, and a 
partially realized means of water transportation. It is a substantial- 
sized port city on the Great Lakes without an adequate port for its 
needs. Sheboygan is cognizant of the fact that the more means and 
types of transportation serving a community, the more readily it can 
adjust itself to market changes and competitive advantages had by 
other industries in the same field. 

The presence and interest of responsible labor groups at former 
hearings here in Washington and at this hearing evidences their con- 
viction that the developme nt of this harbor for expanded and multiple 
use as a transportation facility is essential to the life of industry and 
of commerce in our locality. 

A substantial portion of the industrially employed population in 
Sheboygan is dependent for employment and their livelihood on our 
industries, which industries, in turn, are dependent on the raw mate- 
rials which can be brought into Sheboygan under advantageous rates. 
These raw materials include bulk shipments of quarry stone from var- 
ious regions on the Great Lakes, lumber from Canadian mills, ceramic 
clay from Europe, both crude and refined oil, and substantial quanti- 
ties of coal, all of which could be more advantageously procured, rate- 
wise, Via water transportation into an adequately developed local har- 
bor. It appears that real savings will come when vessels can bring in 
full cargoes and depart with full holds of products from the area in 
and surrounding Sheboygan. 

The city of Sheboygan finds itself in a situation not unlike that of 
other American communities when it comes to providing, on its own, 
the necessary funds needed for financing the development and continu- 
ing maintenance of projects of this kind and size. With the higher 
levels of Government preempting and controlling local sources of reve- 
nues—and where, as is the situation in Wisconsin—local communities 
are restricted to taxation of homes and other real estate as their major 
source of revenue—local units of government are hard put to raise 
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sufficient funds to defray their ordinary costs of essential public serv- 
ices and improvements, as for example, the nonceasing and continuous 
services for health and sanitation, protection of persons and property, 
and education, which are the basic obligations of city government. 

Notwithstanding the constantly mounting pressure of financing the 
higher costs of its essential municipal services, the city of Sheboygan, 
in its considered conviction of the economic soundness of an improved 
and adequate harbor and in its anticipation of cooperation from the 
Federal Government, has not shirked from assuming a substantial 
share of the burden for the development of the harbor. 

The record shows that the city has spent in excess of $218,000 for 
dredging operations between the years 1886 and 1946, as contrasted 
with no expenditures required to be made over many of those years by 
smaller and less industrialized communities situated on the same shore- 
line of Lake Michigan, such communities having been fortunate to 
have had Federal assistance and participation for many years. 

The records also show that Sheboygan turned over its municipal 
dock property for naval armory purposes, which property had cost 
the city $74,000 and which it is leasing to the Government for a rental 
of $1 per year. 

The city, in the past years in anticipation of the eventual harbor 
improvement, has expended $32,000 to lay mains and cables at the 
necessary depth in the harbor to prevent any interference with future 
harbor improvements. 

Finally, Sheboygan has committed itself by formal action by its 
governing body to expend the sum of $100,000 to bear the cost of re- 
laying other mains at such time when cooperation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment on the development project is assured. 


Also, to assure that there will be compliance with certain condi- 
tions recommended by the Corps of Engineers, our governing body 
has by unanimous vote already provided for the following: 


(a) To hold and save the United States free from property damages that 
might result from the construction and maintenance of the project. 

(b) To make necessary changes in the existing water main crossing the 
river, for which, as previously mentioned, the Sheboygan Common Council has 
already agreed to bear the necessary costs, estimated at $100,000. 

(c) To make available an adequate area to locate the transfer facilities 
required for unloading bulk petroleum carriers. 

Sheboygan and its citizens are convinced that this project is neces- 
sary, that it has sufficient economic soundness and justification, and 
in the years ahead will benefit the economic well-being of not only the 
Sheboygan area, but also that of the State of Wisconsin as well, and 
thereby the well-being of the Nation asa whole. 

On behalf of the citizens of Sheboygan, its government, its indus- 
tries and commercial establishments, its labor, and its civic organiza- 
tions, I respectfully request that your committee give favorable con- 
sideration to Sheboygan’s application for Federal participation in the 
development of its harbor. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mayor 
Schmidt? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoetu. If not, we thank you, Mr. Mayor. 
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You may call your next witness. 

Mr. Suoox. I would like to call at this time upon our city attorney, 
for some brief remarks. 

The city attorney, Nathan Heffernan. 


STATEMENT OF NATHAN HEFFERNAN, ATTORNEY OF CITY OF 
SHEBOYGAN 


Mr. Herrernan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. 
My name is N. S. Heffernan. I am city attorney of the city of 
Sheboygan, 

As has been mentioned by _ Shook and Congressman Van Pelt 
and the mayor of the city, we have had the opportunity of meeting 
some of the members of this Scateniiel when they visited Sheboygan 
in September. That, of course, was the high point and the culmina- 
tion of a number of years of e .flort by the citizens of Sheboygan. We 
started work on this project originally in 1949. We had a hearing 
in the city council chambers before the District E ngineer. At that 
time approximately 50 citizens of the city of Sheboyg yan appeared 
and testified. 

Subsequent to that there were appearances by large delegations from 
Sheboygan before the board of review of the Corps ot Engineers. 
There was an informal delegation which appeared in Washington at 
an earlier date. 

Therefore, gentlemen, we have gone through the procedure of con- 
sulting the engineers and of having a favorable report made by the 
Secretary of the Army. 

This project has been endorsed by Governor Kohler of the State of 
Wisconsin, and was also approved by the State planning board of 
Wisconsin. 

As stated before, this is the culmination of a united effort of people 
of all groups. As has been stated, we have here representatives of 
labor unions in the city of Sheboygan. We have r representatives of 
industry both heavy and light, as well as those representatives of the 
city of Sheboygan who are elected to represent the people. 

This is not a project in which it is believed any particular segment 
will benefit, but rather in which all segments of the city of She :boygan 
will benefit as a result of having a more sade quate waterway. 

The city of Sheboygan has passed the necessary legislation which 
will make it possible for us to cooperate and do our part tif this Federal 
project is approved. 

As the Mayor mentioned, we have agreed to the modifications that 
were suggested by the Corps of Engineers. We have also agreed that 
we will hold harmless the U. S. Government in the event any damage 
is done as a result of these dredging operations. 

Furthermore, we have to move certain underground water sewers 
which will have to be removed and relocated to greater depths if this 
project. goes through. It is estimated that the cost to the city of She- 
=~ gan will be in the ne ‘ighborhood of $100,000. 

The resolutions of the common council of the city of Sheboygan in- 
dicated we are prepared to go to that expense if we are able to get the 
cooperation of the Federal Government. 

I have here, gentlemen, recent resolutions passed by the common 
council of the city of Sheboygan, the latest one being February 15 of 
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this year, which I will not read to you but which I will introduce into 
evidence, since it is somewhat wordy. 

Mr. Ancetn. Without objection, the resolutions will be inserted in 
the record at this point. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows :) 


OFFICE OF CITY CLERK, 
City Hall, Sheboygan, Wis. 

I hereby certify that the annexed is a true copy of Resolution No. 186—50-51 
introduced in the common council, of the city of Sheboygan, Wis., on the 7th day 
of September 1950, and passed by the same on the 7th day of September 1950. 

Published September 15, 1950. 

Certified September 20, 1950. 

8S. C. ALLEMANN, City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION No. 186-50-51. By ALpERMAN ScHILD, SEPTEMBER 7, 1950 


Be It Resolved, by the Mayor and Common Council: That the following recom- 
mendations prescribed by the United States Engineer’s office regarding harbor 
improvements be accepted : 

(a) That the existing harbor entrance channel be extended about 3650 feet up 
river to the south side of Maryland Avenue at 9th Street at 21-foot depth and at 
200 feet and lesser widths. 

(b) That the channel described in (a) above be also extended about 1180 feet 
farther up river to the north side of Jefferson Avenue at 15-foot depth and gen- 
erally 100 feet wide. . 

(c) That the project width at the entrance channel at the lakeward end of the 
breakwater be increased from about 400 feet to about 450 feet at 25-foot depth 
with other slight increases in project depth at the entrance. 

(d@) That work on either modification described in (a) and (b) above may not 
be undertaken by the United States until after local interests have furnished 
assurances satisfactory that they will hold and save the United States free from 
damages and claims for damages resulting from all or any part of the original 
improvement work and its subsequent maintenance. 


s/ LESTER SCHILD. 


——_ 


Res. No. —. By ALDERMAN MARK EGGEBEEN, Jr., DATED FEBRUARY 15, 1954 


Whereas since 1949 the city of Sheboygan, Wis., jointly with the Sheboygan 
Association of Commerce, supported by the wholehearted cooperation of local 
industry, organized labor, commercial and civic groups, has sought Federal par- 
ticipation in the improvement and extension of local harbor project ; and 

Whereas the continuity of interest and effort is motivated by awareness that 
such program, economically justifiable, is of urgent need to local industry to 
permit operations in competition with like establishments more favorably 
situated ; and 

Whereas, despite the handicaps and difficulties now existing, last year’s use 
of the harbor for water shipments of lumber, stone, clay, coal, and oil, as well as 
fishing operations cumulated the evidence that this port is increasing in im- 
portance and vital necessity to the area ; and 

Whereas the Sheboygan Harbor project will be subject to congressional action 
in the current year, having been submitted with a favorable report to the House 
Committee on Public Works : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the mayor and Common Council of the City of Sheybogan, That by 
and through adoption of this resolution, we, as representatives of the community 
organizations and individuals, having concern in the successful promotion of the 
harbor program, reaffirm the keen continuing awareness and concern of having 
the Federal Government participate in the local project and to extend the eager 
willingness of all interested parties to cooperate with congressional representa- 
tives and committees in their study of the matter ; be it further - 

Resolved, That the city clerk is directed to certify copies hereof to the chairman 
of the House Committee on Public Works as well as to Congressman William K. 
Van Pelt, Senator Alexander Wiley and Senator Joseph R. McCarthy. 

MARK EGGEBEEN, Jr., 
Alderman, 


39263—54—vol. 1 26 
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House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN : 
I. INTRODUCTORY 


On December 14, 1949, the city of Sheboygan, through its official representa- 
tives and interested citizens, industries, and agencies, formally presented peti- 
tion to the Milwaukee district engineer for the deepening and extension of the 
Sheboygan River navigable channel. 

Public hearing on that petition was conducted by the district engineer and 
his staff in the common council chambers of the city hall in Sheboygan, Wis. 

The original request of the city of Sheboygan sought the following improve- 
ments: 

(a) Deepen the entrance area from the existing depth to 28 feet; 

(b) Deepen the inside channel from the existing 21-foot depth to 23 feet ; and 

(c) Extend the present project from its present terminus by the construc- 
tion of a channel up the Sheboygan River to the Pennsylvania Avenue bridge, 
for first 1,000 feet of such extension, at a depth of 23 feet, and the balance of 
the extension at a depth of 21 feet. 

You have received and reviewed all of the evidence had in that hearing. 

Subsequently, the Milwaukee district and the Chicago divisional office of the 
Corps of Engineers modified the request so that the project would call for the 
following improvements: 

(a) Provide for an inner harbor channel extending upstream to the south 
side of Maryland Avenue at Ninth Street with a depth of 21 feet ; 

(b) Thence upstream to the north side of Jefferson Avenue with a depth 
of 15 feet and with widths such that the dredging will not be closer than 25 
feet to existing bulkheads ; 

(c) And to provide for improving the outer harbor entrance channel in the 
vicinity of the outer ends of the breakwaters to a depth of 25 feet and width 
of 450 feet. 

This modification was concurred in by the city of Sheboygan. Thereafter, 
the district and division offices approved the project, as modified. 


II. CHANNEL CHARACTERISTICS 


a, Use of upper channel feasible 

Concededly, the varying river widths, channel meanderings and contiguous 
topography of the Sheboygan River and Harbor make impossible realization of 
the idéal in water port facilities. It would seem that the Cleveland, Ohio and 
Manitowoc, Wis., harbor projects contain river windings and problems present- 
ing far greater difficulty of navigation than those under present consideration, 
yet did not prevent maximum utilization of possible water transport. 

That this harbor has enjoyed an existence and as continuous and inten- 
sive a use that it has since 1848 is as persuasive an evidentiary fact as can 
be submitted in support for preventing its deterioration and neglect. The rec- 
ord stands as proof of its necessity to serve the continuing needs and purposes 
of the city of Sheboygan and the surrounding area. 

There is no question but that the upper reaches of the inner harbor, south- 
westerly, west and north from the first bend of the river, cannot be opened to 
the use of the larger ships—the length of which are ever increasing—of the 
Great Lakes, but this fact is also true as to many other harbors on the Great 
Lakes which are enjoying the benefits of Federal improvements and mainte- 
nance and the record shows that efficient use of this particular part of the 
inner harbor has been and can be utilized for water transport. It is our under- 
standing that the depth modifications (by the district and division offices of 
the Corps of Engineers) placed on the original improvement requests was moti- 
vated by recognition of these physical limitations, i. e., both the city, the asso- 
ciation of commerce and local interests requested channel depths and widths 
to afford use to ships larger than could navigate that particular area with suffi- 
cient ease. 

b. Necessity for use of inner harbor 

The demands of waterborne commerce make expansion of harbor facilities 
upstream imperative inasmuch as the dock areas presently available are inade- 
quate for harbor needs. This issue will be developed under III and IV of this 
writing. 
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It is to be emphasized, however, that any improvement of the lower harbor im- 
plies and justifies the need for improvement of the upper harbor inasmuch as 
any expansion in the uses, functions, and availability of the lower docks will 
resut in forcing smaller craft such as the commercial fish tugs and pleasure 
craft to dock upstream. 


III. COMMUNITY INTEREST AND PARTICIPATION 
a, Fundamental need for an adequate harbor 

The industrial growth, progress and stability of any community is geared to 
the availability and means of transportation to make accessible the raw material 
that is to be used for and in the manufacture of a commodity for distribution 
as a finished product or consumer item. The greater the number of types, 
methods, and means of transportation serving a community, the more readily 
it can adjust itself to market changes and competitive advantages had by other 
industries in the same field. 

These statements are elementary and self-evident but the city of Sheboygan 
considers itself to be in the awkward situation of having available the usual 
services of motortruck transportation, one railroad and a partially realized 
means for water transportation—a port city on the Great Lakes without an 
adequate port. 

That there is an awareness of how vital the harbor facilities are to the She- 
boygan area is evidenced by the general participation and interest in the past 
and present hearings on this project. ; 

It would be a matter of conjecture to determine how the employment picture 
is traceable to inadequate transportation facilities, but the fact that organized, 
responsible labor groups have been and are represented at the former and this 
bearing is probative of what cannot be reduced to dollars and cents—the ap- 
preciation that adequate transportation is essential to the life of industry and 
commerce. Letters from these groups are also being submitted. 

b. Basis for seeking Federal participation 

With the higher levels of Goverment preempting and controlling sources of 
revenue, the local units of government are hard put to raise sufficient funds 
in order to defray ordinary costs of public service ané to compromise or defer the 
cumulative and competing demands for improvements, expenditures, and serv- 
ices, which are the basic obligations of city government. For these reasons, 
recourse to the Federal Government has been had that through constitutional 
and traditional means this harbor, which has what would seem to be, on a 
comparative basis, as small a Federal project as any harbor on Lake Michigan, 
be included for development on its merits. 

The Federal project at Sheboygan Harbor, Wis., as it now exists, does no 
more than “open the door to the river’ and cannot be used for unloading or 
loading purposes. Unless improved and maintained, the inner harbor tends 
to silt up and fill in so that present channel depths are inadequate. 

The shallow depths of the inner harbor, even in times of high water, present 
a constant navigational difficulty and hazard as revealed by testimony appearing 
in the course of hearings before the Board of Engineers. 

What dock space is available in the lower harbor is of such a nature, use, 
and location as to fall short of local needs; on the southerly side, the entire 
dock area is controlled and used to full capacity by the C. Reiss Coal Co.; as 
appears from the letter of that owner, this area, even if usable beyond the 
first bend, is inadequate to meet demands. 

Our investigations show that the 1953 use of coal by the area from the Reiss 
docks, was 42,000 tons greater than in 1952, and that request has been made for 
dock and coal handling space. 

Of the northerly side, 1,017 feet are used by the Federal Government to the 
exclusion of the needs of commerce; 480 feet are in use by the Kohler Co. for 
unloading clay and is the only available dock for loading and unloading of 
passenger cruise vessels and the mooring of larger pleasure craft; 740 feet are 
under lease to commercial fishermen and could be developed for cargo and 
storage docks if the channel were of sufficient depth; 400 feet are owned and 
operated intensively as coal dock and coal handling yards by the Sheboygan Coal 
Co., and 762 feet are deteriorated premises presently unsafe for dock use, but 350 
feet thereof could be improved. (The existence of a perpetual spur-line easement 
in favor of the Chicago & North Western Railway Co. coupled with the topo- 
graphy of such frontage makes it inadequate for full dock use.) 





390 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Despite its financial handicap, the city of Sheboygan has not shirked the bur- 
dens of improvements in cooperation with the Federal Government and inter- 
ested industrial and commercial establishments in seeking development of this 
Inner Harbor 

The records shows the city has spent in excess of $218,500 between®1886 and 
1946 for dredging operations—the earlier costs for silt removal being contracted 
for at 10 cents per cubic yard. 

It is a fact that the city turned over its municipal dock property at the Eigth 
Street Bridge t: the Federal Government for naval armory purposes. Such 
property had « the city a total of $74,364.52, and after removal of buildings 
(sold for $1,050) was “leased” for $1 a year under the form of agreement, copy 
of which is to be found as exhibit G hereof. 

(Attention is called to the fact that the photographs taken April 1, 1952, show 
ing the Naval Reserve site and included in the exhibit, also pictures a Naval 
Reserve ship which wintered at the dock, making use of the utilities and con 
veniences available at the Army for just that purpose. Draft of this ship is 8% 
feet.) 

City-controlled street ends were steel sheeted at a cost of $12,475 in 1948. 

The city contributed $2,800 to the total cost of $19,400 in re-laying its police 
and fire alarm cables at a depth of 28 feet at the Eighth Street Bridge crossing in 
1946 when the Wisconsin Telephone Co. was requested to re-lay its service lines. 

In laying its intercepting sewer crossing at Seventh Street, the city expended 
the increased cost of $30,000 to lay the same at a depth to prevent any inter- 
ference with harbor improvements. 

The estimated minimum cost for re-laying of the water main at the New Jersey 
Avenue crossing so that the same will not interfere with dredging and naviga- 
tion operations is $100,000, an expense assumed by the city in assistance to reali- 
zation of the requested harbor improvements. 


IV. COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL JUSTIFICATION 


In parts 1, II, and III of this presentation you have received evidence as related 
to the request for an extended navigable channel in the Sheboygan River, channel 
characteristics, and the record of past and present participation of the city of 
Sheboygan in the maintenagice and development of the Sheboygan River harbor 
and channel. 

Separately we are submitting for your information and consideration com- 
munications showing projected need and interest in the deepening and extension 
of the navigable river channel. 

This includes statements of the Wisconsin Oil Refining Co., the C. Reiss Coal 
Co., RWay Furniture, Co., the Reiss Steamship Co., Gus Holman Co., Sheboygan 
Tron & Metal Co., Optenberg Iron Works, Rahr Malting Co., Kohler Co., and 
General Box. 

No purpose would be served to restate the material detailed in these communi- 
eations which are separately submitted. It is respectively urged, however, that 
the record thus far presented and as supplemented since December 14, 1949, 
establishes : 

(1) The past and present financial savings through operations of the Sheboy- 
gan Harbor have returned manyfold the capital and maintenance outlay of the 
Federal Government in its investment. It would seem reasonable to take the 
position that this record of economic justification should permit an expansion 
of facilities on its proved merits alone. 

(2) The increasing, projected, and potential harbor uses are such that eco- 
nomic, practical justification exists for the improvements requested; that the 
Federal contribution to this need is disproportionately small and is not com- 
patible with the assistance given other inland ports. 

(3) The condition of the inner harbor is such that experiences at high-water 
levels in the recent past forecast a handicap to and a blight on the shipping even 
now making use of the port. 


Vv. CONCLUSION 


As presented, it is hoped this evidence and the testimony will give a descrip- 
tion which covers the historical position of Sheboygan as a Great Lakes port 
city, as well as present use and projected mandatory needs if these various 
industrial and commercial establishments are to continue their growth and 
even their existence. 

The figures presented clearly establish the fact that the city of Sheboygan 
has assumed and is bearing its share of responsibility in the maintaining of the 
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interests of our harbor. We know that in order for this project to receive your 
approval, there must be a clear-cut evidence of value received for dollars invested. 
We trust that the exhibits and communications and statements prepared for 
you will give you the necessary facts to allow a firm conviction on your part, that 
the Sheboygan project is necessary, is justified, and in the years ahead, will 
benefit the economy and well-being of, not only the Sheboygan area, but that of 
the State of Wisconsin and the Nation as a whole. 

If, upon study of this material, it is found that additional information is neces- 
sary, or any questions are raised, we will be happy to do whatever is in our power 
to facilitate and expedite your review of the project. 

Dated this 24th day of February, 1954. 

Respectfully submitted. 

CiTy OF SHEBOYGAN, 
By Epwarp ©. ScHMipT, Mayor. 
SHEBOYGAN ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE, 
By M. J. Brtsse, President. 
M. M. Suooxy, Heecutive Vice President. 

Mr. Herrernan. This does reaffirm the interest of the governing 
body in this project and the fact that we are anxious to have it, and 
that it is a matter of economic necessity that this project be continued 
and brought to a successful conclusion. 

As the representative of the Corps of Engineers said, the compila- 
tion of statistics has been made by the Army and has been presented 
to this committee. Therefore, this hearing is not for the purpose of 
rehashing old material which you have ready access to, but rather to 
give you additional information and items that have occurred since 
that time. 

Mr. Shook, in placing the statements of industry in the record, will 
touch upon the various factors as they affect those particular indus- 
tries. However, I do want to say and reemphasize that the successful 
continuation of business in the Sheboygan area depends to a great 
extent upon obtaining relief through this projected waterway. 

We have such industries as an oil refinery, a woodworking factory, 
and processors of scrap material. As we all know, water transporta- 
tion is generally cheap transportation. As things stand at the present 
time the ¢ ity of Sheboygan, although it is loc ated in an advant: igeous 
position because it is a port city, because of the limited channel 1 and 
the Federal channel which stops a few hundred feet up the river is 
completely dependent for transportation for all practical pur ae on 
a single railroad line and on the trucking industries in that area 

We have had attempts made by various industries to bring cargoes 
in. Various woodworking plants in the last year and the year be fore 
brought in cargoes. However, although we managed to bring in the 
cargo the vessels that brought it in met with somewhat dire results. 
In 1952 a steamer that came in with a load of lumber suffered over 
$19,000 damage to the propellers because of striking obstacles in the 
shallow harbor. 

Gentlemen, I again want to reemphasize that this appeal is being 
made by government, labor, and management embracing the entire 
citizenry of the community of Sheboygan, and that the hopes of our 
people of Sheyboygan are attached to this presentation to the end that 
the area will be able to use the port facilities which we are fortunate 
enough to possess, but which merely need developing. 

Of course, every local government desires, if possible, to finance its 
own way. We do not like to turn to anyone else for aid. However, as 
the mayor stated, in recent years the pressure on municipalities has 
become greater and greater. One thing I think you are all aware of, 
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but I should mention it, is the fact that the school problem is becom- 
ing more and more acute. We havea greater population in Sheboygan. 
In the last year in the city of Sheboygan, which is a town of 45,000 
people, we have 2 new schools only built in the last year, and we will 
have to have a high school and a vocational school built. We have 
bonded our city in the last 2 years to a figure approximating $3 million. 
For a city of our size that is a considerable amount. 

Local demands continue to increase and improvements are necessary. 
We are gratified by the approval we have received from the various 
bodies up to this date and sincerely hope your group will give a favor- 
able report and affirm the reports to date for the requested improve- 
ments so that the cit y of Sheboygan can through this project contribute 
to the welfare of the local community and to the State of Wisconsin 
and the United States. 

Mr. Anceti, Thank you, Mr. Heffernan, for your excellent presen- 
tation. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mr. Hef- 
fernan ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetx. If not, we thank you again. 

Mr. Herrernan. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Snook. I would like to point out what has happened since 1952. 
You remember, Colonel Milne mentioned that much of the tonnage 
coming in was coal. Since that time, as was said in the hearing, we 
wanted to bring in other materials. You have heard it mentioned that 
we had materials such as lumber and stone and oil and commercial 
fisheries which we have. 

I would like to report, and I am very happy to say so, that despite the 
handicaps which do exist in the channel, we have brought in lumber 
from Canada and we have brought in stone from Drummond Island 
and coal, which has increased in its consumption for a huge steam gen- 
erating plant, as was promised. 

Now we have another new factor which has come up, without even 
touching the oil refinery, That is the shipment of fuel oil which is 
coming into the docks. The only trouble is, everything is gradually be- 
coming confined to one position because of the limited depth or draft 
permitted for vessels. ‘The lumber carriers try tocome up here. ‘That 
is when they suffered the damage of $19,000 to the propeller. They 
tried again this past year and came in with a load for two of the wood- 
working industries. 

Fuel oil is coming in also and there are 3 million gallons of storage 
tanks set up. There is that capacity in already, and more is contem- 
plated for the future. The oil refinery is growing, and it is in an ex- 
cellent financial position, which it was not some years ago, as Was ex- 
plained in previous testimony. But through roongeninatiine it has 
come to the fore, and it looks forward eagerly to the time when the 
pipeline can be sent in. 

As the city promised to this committee or to the Corps of Engineers, 
they said that there would be municipal participation in providing 
dock space for the setting up of the pipeline. 

The city has also gone on record to provide that, gentlemen. 

So I think that weuld just about conclude everything we have, Mr. 
Chairman, unless you have some questions of the representatives of 
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labor or the individual companies, or any of the men who have already 
appeared here. 

Mr. AnGeti. Thank you, Mr. Shook. 

[ understand there are no questions from the members of the com- 
mittee. We have a very complete record and due to the fact that the 
committee had had an opportunity to visit the prcinet on the ground 
itself, and in view of the complete report we have of the Corps of 
Engineers, I think the subject is very well covered indeed. 

Are there any more questions from any members of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Snook. May I present the communications for the record? 

Mr. Anoeti. They may be received for the record, without 
objection. 

Mr. Suoox. Thank you kindly. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


SHEBOYGAN ASSOCIATION OF COM MERCE, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 22, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, House Pusiic Works COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sire: As will be evidenced in accompanying communications from the 
city of Sheboygan, industry and labor, the citizens of this area are deeply 
interested in the progress of the Sheboygan Harbor project. 

The officers, directors, and the membership of the Sheboygan Association of 
Commerce join with all of these groups in endorsing favorable action on the 
request of this community and area for deepening and extension of the Sheboygan 
River navigable channel. 

We hope that with economic justification, as was produced for approval by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers, and subsequent approval by the Chief 
of the Army Engineers, Secretary of the Army, the Governor of the State of 
Wisconsin, and the Wisconsin State Planning Commission, you will find it with- 
in your plans to include the Sheboygan project for favorable legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. M. SHooK, Jr., Executive Vice President. 


KOHLER Co., 
Kohler, Wis., February 17, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE House PuBLIO WorkKs CoMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


’ 


HONORABLE Str: We support the request of the city of Sheboygan for the ex- 
tension of the Sheboygan Harbor project to provide a channel upriver from the 
harbor entrance to a point between Highth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue in 
Sheboygan. 

China clay and ball clay imported from England are important raw materials 
in our production of vitreous china plumbing fixtures. Both before and since 
World War II this clay has come in vessels from England to Sheboygan Harbor. 
The savings over transshipment of the clay by rail from Atlantic ports have 
helped to offset the disadvantage of our midwestern location. 

All of this tonnage comes by water to the extent that vessels can be found 
which are capable of making tke trip, but the lack of depth in the harbor ren- 
ders this difficult. For example, in 1950 the Steamer Dione brought in 2 cargoes 
totaling 2,901 gross tons. On its second trip, November 12, 1950, a cable on the 
river bottom became wound around the ship’s propeller approximately 45 times. 
The vessel lost a great deal of time while the cable was being removed. 

Wharves east of the Bighth Street Bridge are not desirable for unloading 
ceramic clays because of the danger of contamination from coal dust and the 
necessity of our clay trucks traveling on Sheboygan’s main business street. Un- 
loading west of the bridge would avoid these problems and shorten our haul con- 
siderably. 

Our water shipments last year amounted to 6,982 gross tons. 

We feel that there is every economic justification for making the proposed 
improvement in the Sheboygan River. 

Very truly yours, 
O. A. Kroos, Executive Vice President. 
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Tue C. Retss Coat Co., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 18, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, House Pusiic WorKs COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: The C. Reiss Coal Co. has endorsed and has fully supported the 
project presented first to the Corps of Engineers, and now to your honorable body 
for the improvement of the Sheboygan River navigation channel. 

Our need involves a deepening of the harbor entrance area as well as greater 
depth of the inside channel. 

In the previous testimony, which is a matter of record, we indicated that we 
handle large quantities of coal, and that we would bring to Sheboygan crushed 
stone from Drummond Island. This we have done. 

In addition to previously presented testimony, the company during 1953 has 
erected a fuel oil terminal consisting of 3 million gallons storage. We are now 
receiving waterborne shipments of fuel oil and are prepared to increase the 
storage facilities as soon as this becomes necessary. 

Because of the shallow depth which is aggravated by the constant move- 
ment of silt and mud from upriver and now give further complexity by reason 
of the lowering of the lake level, we are forced to confine the unloading of coal, 
stone, and oil near the harbor entrance. As a result, properties just east of our 
offices and on the west side of the Eighth Street bridge are rendered unusable 
when in reality these could readily be developed in a more practical manner. 

The tonnage of the coal, stone, and oil shipments, we believe should provide 
certain economic justifications for the improvement of the river channel. 

The need for providing improved harbor facilities in Sheboygan is both 
economically sound, and is to the benefit of all the people in our city, State, 
and Nation. 

We sincerely hope that your honorable body will approve the Sheboygan 
project and favor it with enabling legislation at an early date. 

Respectfully submitted. 

W. A. Reiss, President. 


—_—_————_ 


WISCONSIN OIL REFINING Co., INC., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 16, 1954. 
MEMBERS OF HousE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : From the very outset of the Sheboygan Harbor case, in 1949, the 
Wisconsin Oil Refinery Co, has been an interested petitioner, along with other 
industries of the Sheboygan area. 

We wish to state at this time that our interest and desire for a deepened and 
extended navigable river channel is as strong today as it was in the beginning. 

As was indicated in testimony before the Board of Review in 1952, this com- 
pany has undergone a complete reorganization. Our finances also have been 
reorganized. 

We are very happy to say that the company is now enjoying a good market 
and with the solution of problems which faced this company, we are more con- 
fident than ever that this company will continue to grow and develop. In line 
with that confidence we are ready to admit that our ability to do business and 
perhaps to stay in business in the years ahead will depend upon our obtaining 
waterway transportation for delivery of crude oil. It is our need, and is one 
which we wish to implement as soon as possible. 

The implementation is dependent upon a channel depth which will permit 
oil tankers to proceed to a point west of the Eighth Street Bridge where pipe line 
connection could be made. 

Our previous testimony is a matter of record. The purpose of this communi- 
eation is to extend your committee our affirmation of the previous statements 
and to indicate that our interest is undiminished. 

Sincerely yours, 
Foster Netson, Vice President. 
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GENERAL Box Co., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 15, 1954. 
MEMBERS OF House PUBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. CO. 

GENTLEMEN: We wish to affirm that our position is unchanged since appear- 
ing before the Corps of Engineers at Gravelly Point in April 1952. The need 
for harbor facilities to handle boat shipments is increasing. The shipment 
received last summer together with Rway Furniture Co., is the largest to come 
into the harbor in some 40 years, was handled under adverse conditions because 
of a shallow river channel. We expect to continue receiving boat shipments. 

The need for economies in transportation costs are acute, especially since the 
last rail rate increases went into effect. We need savings to be competitive with 
lower cost southern operations. 

Yours truly, 
M. W. SWENSON, 
Vice President and Manager. 


Rway FURNITURE Co., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 19, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, House PuBLIC WorKs COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sire: As active participants in the petition for a deepened and extended 
Sheboygan River navigable channel, we wish to take this opportunity of affirm- 
ing our previous position, and join in the request of other interested agencies 
for favorable action. 

We stated previously that arrangements were to be made for delivery of birch 
lumber from Canada by waterway, particularly that amount which is already 
being shipped via rail from various lumber towns in the Province of Ontario. 

We have intensified that search for Canadian sources, and our representative 
has located sources in Thessalon, Georgian Bay, Parry Sound, Huntsville areas. 

As a result, we have received two shipments via the Yankcanuck Steamship 
Lines of Toronto. 

On the first shipment the ship’s propeller was damaged, due to insufficient 
draft, and on the second occasion, with an even heavier load, the vessel had to 
plow through a good portion of muck and silt. 

Nevertheless, the shipments were received, and we are eager that early action 
be taken to provide a channel which will permit unloading at our own dock, 
which for all intent and purposes at the present time is of no value. 

Canadian lumber is the answer to our basic problem of existence, and it would 
be to the definite advantage of our industry if adequate provisions could be 
made to eliminate the present problem involving dock facilities. 

As we have previously stated, and as evidenced by actual accomplishment, 
it is a matter of definite decision that we must and will bring in lumber by boat 
to Sheboygan. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rway FURNITURE Co., 
Davin N. BEEBE, 
Vice President. 


Tue RetIss STEAMSHIP Co., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 18, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, House Pusiic Works COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Deak Sir: This letter reaffirms our position with reference to the proposed 
betterment of the Sheboygan, Wis., Harbor, as stated in our letter of April 17, 
1952, to the Board of Engineers, copy of which letter we are attaching hereto. 

With the lowering of the lake level, which has occurred during the past year, 
the need for a deeper harbor entrance is even greater now than it was in April 
of 1952. 

Yours very truly, 
Tue Reiss STEAMSHIP Co., 
W. W. Newcoms, Manager. 
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OPTENBERG IRON Works, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 16, 1954. 
MEMBERS OF THE House PuBLic Works COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : The Optenberg Iron Works has had the pleasure of participating 
in all of the previous hearings relative to the petition for a deepened and 
extended Sheboygan River Harbor Channel. 

In receipt of notice for a hearing before the House Public Works Committee 
on February 24, we wish to affirm our stated desire for an improved navigable 
channel in the Sheboygan River. 

Our phase in this project relates to the repair and refitting of cargo vessels. 
It is yet another phase which we believe belongs and adds to the completeness 
of the Sheboygan project and its economic justification. 

This is not canjecture, but rather is predicated on past experience, and his- 
tory of the Sheboygan port. 

The Optenberg Iron Works company has been in business since 1898, and 
after 60 years is well equipped to perform services which would be required for 
the repair and maintenance of the cargo vessels. This we have done before, 
and are doing in measure even now. The benefits which would accrue would 
inevitably return to the Federal Government. 

The Sheboygan area needs the improvement to accommodate present and 
future waterborne traffic. We hope that your honorable body will favorably 
consider our petition and implement same with enabling legislation and appro- 
priation. 

Sincerely yours, 
OPTENBERG IRON WORKS, 
M. H. Busse, President. 


Tue Gus HoLMAN Co., ING., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 18, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, House PuBLtic Works COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We sincerely hope that every support possible will be given to the 
deepening and extension of the Sheboygan Channel, which to us has become a 
very vital necessity for the extension and continuation of the operation of our 
company. 

As you undoubtedly know, with the deplorable market situation which now 
exists in the scrap-iron industry, the only possible help we can see at this partic- 
ular time would be lake transportation to eastern markets. The Chicago market 
alone will not be able to support our industry in this area. 

I am not making this appeal for our company alone, but also for all concerns 
of our industry in this entire area. These eastern markets are now closed to us 
due to the extremely high freight rates. In fact, the Chicago market is so low 
that, unless we have some relief on freight rates, even this market is dwindling, 
and this can only be remedied by lake transportation to Chicago. It is there- 
fore necessary that I appeal to your committee to render every support possible 
to the passing of this bill. 

Thanking you, we are 

Very truly yours, 
Tue Gus HoLtmAn Co., INc., 
Ben LOCKE. 


SHEBOYGAN IRON AND METAL Co., 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 19, 1954. 
CHATRMAN, House Pusiic WorKS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: We, the Sheboygan Iron & Metal Co., wish to join with other inter- 
ested industries in Sheboygan with regard to the deepening of our river channel. 

We are a very large shipper of all grades of scrap iron, as well as graded waste- 
paper and rag stock. 

A good portion of the success of our company depends largely upon the avail- 
ability of good markets, and many times due to a localized weak market we are 
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forced to hold on to our various grades of material and stockpile it, or must sacri- 
fice these commodities to a weaker local market. 

Water transportation would definitely enable us to ship into newer markets 
from which we are prohibited from entering at present due to the high trans- 
portation cost. 

We hope that your committee will act favorably toward the application of the 
city of Sheboygan for its harbor development program. 

Thanking you, we remain 

Respectfully yours, 
SHEBOYGAN IRON & METAL CoO., 
Morris RABINOVITZ. 


SITEBOYGAN COUNTY INDEPENDENT UNION COUNCIL, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 21, 1954. 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


HONORABLE COMMITTEE MEMBERS: The Sheboygan County Independent Union 
Council is an organization comprised of local labor organizations which have 
united into a council for the purpose of protecting and improving the welfare of 
their membership. In the composition of this council are five local labor unions 
which have collective-bargaining rights in the following industrial plants: 

1. Armour Leather Co. 

2. Vollrath Co. 

}. Polar Ware Co. 

Garton Toy Co. 
Hayssen Manufacturing Co. 

These industrial plants employ approximately 2,220 men and women living in 
this community. 

Through the efforts of the delegation from Sheboygan, Wis., appearing at this 
hearing, a very convincing petition was made to your subcommittee. It is our 
hope that we can convince this committee that we are justified in our request and 
that you will make an early recommendation for final development of the She- 
boygan River channel project. 

We, the Sheboygan County Independent Union Council, are very concerned 
about the aforementioned project. We know that the future of our industrial 
plant prosperity lies largely within an improved transportation factor. Thus, 
our membership would realize some return from that factor, not only in a 
monetary return, but in the form of job security. The majority of our members, 
who are married and have families, are proud homeowners in this community. 
Our membership depends upon a standard of living based on their earning powers 
in this community. This earning power, while not being decreased in earnings 
per job, has been held to a minimum as far as new job openings are concerned. 
This project, we believe, would be the instrument to promote new job openings 
as a result of plant expansion and an influx of new industry. 

Never before has the development of our waterway held such great possibili- 
ties for the future. New oil fields in Canada, steel transportation, hide imports 
for leather, clay for ware and bath fixtures, lumber for furniture and building, 
etce., are only a few items that make this a very definite key to success for 
Sheboygan. 

We therefore join with the city of Sheboygan, the association of commerce, 
industry, othey labor groups, and the vast majority of our citizenry in asking that 
you find it economically justified to recommend an appropriation for the final de- 
velopment and conclusion of the Sheboygan petition for channel improvements. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Emi C. SCHUETTE, 
Chairman, Legislation and Education Committee, 
Sheboygan County Independent Union Council. 
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CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 22, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN, HOUSE PUBLIC WorKsS COMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Siz: The Sheboygan Central Labor Council, comprised of 30 locals, 
endorsed the petition of the city of Sheboygan and area industry and other 
interested agencies, from the very beginning, in support of an improved Sheboy- 
gan River navigation channel 

As stated previously, our organization and its membership is vitally interested 
in the stability, as well as growth of employment and prosperity for the entire 
Sheboygan area. We recognize that the implementation of this condition is 
dependent upon a continuing development of all resources. For that reason we 
support this program, which will eliminate an inadequate channel and which in 
the final analysis will result in more jobs and revenue to the community. This 
revenue obviously will in turn reflect upon the well-being of the State of Wis- 
consin and the Nation as a whole. 

We honestly petition your honorable body for early favorable action, which 
will bring about the availability of a practical Sheboygan River channel, which 
can contribute to the local, State, and national economy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ginpert Erres, Secretary. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS, 
SHEBOYGAN Brancu No. 102, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 21, 1954 
CHAIRMAN, House Pustic Works CoMMITTEE, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sire: We the members of Branch 102, National Association of Letter Car- 
riers, Sheboygan, Wis., wish to take this opportunity of giving full endorsement 
to the petition for a deepened and extended Sheboygan River navigation channel. 

A segment of community economy and the future growth of our city is depend- 
ent upon full utilization of all our facilities, particularly transportation. We 
believe that the development of our channel is not only desirable but essential 
In past years industry has been forced to close down permanently because of 
inability to compete in the regional and national markets. 

Shipment of rs w material and finished products has served to penalize industry 
in this community 

Very truly yours, 
Don W. Grams, Secretary 


UPHOLSTERERS & FURNITURE WORKERS LOCAL UNION No. 133, 
Sheboygan, Wis., February 20, 1954 
To Whom It May Concern: 

In behalf of the officers and members of the Upholsterers and Furniture 
Workers, Local 133, Sheboygan, Wis., we are vitally concerned with our harbor. 
It is of great importance to our industries and places of business. 

The harbor is used for the receiving of shipments of lumber in the manufac- 
ture of furniture. As you know, Sheboygan is serviced by only one railroad, 
namely the Chicago & North Western. There are great possibilities of our har- 
bor if it is kept in a navigable condition. Dredging of our harbor is important 
because if left even for 1 year without dredging, the use of our harbor is almost 
nullified. 

We would appreciate it a great deal if the above stated facts were taken into 
consideration for this coming spring. 

Yours very truly, 
Gortiren GoLtpMAN, Secretary. 
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Town River, Qutncy, Mass. 


Mr. Anceiy. We will proceed then to the next project on our agenda, 
which is the Town River, Quincy, Mass. 

Congressman Wigglesworth is interested in this project. I do not 
know whether he is here or not. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed with your presentation when you 
are ready. 

Colonel Minne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Town River is con- 
tained in House Document No. 108 of the 83d Congress, first session, 
as authorized by a resolution of the House Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, dated December 2, 1946. 

Town River is a small tidal stream lying wholly within the city 
limits of Quincy. It empties into the We ‘ymouth Fore River, some 2.8 
miles above the mouth of that river , and is part of the Greater Boston 
Harbor area 

The area surrounding Town River is one devoted primarily to man- 
ufacturing. The existing Federal project provides for a channel 24 
feet in depth and 150 feet wide from the Weymouth Fore River ex- 
tending up the Town River and ending in a turning basin some 1,000 
feet long and 400 feet wide and approximately 18 feet deep; a smaller 
channel 15 feet in depth extends above the existing turning basin. 

In the year 1952 there were over 600,000 tons of commerce traveling 
on this waterway. The commerce was primarily made up of petro- 
leum products. 

Local interests have indicated considerable difficulty in navigating 
Town River due primarily to its lack of depth and narrow width. 

As this committee knows so well, since 1940 there has been a com- 
plete change in the characteristics of the merchant marine fleet of the 
United States. Whereas this channel prior to the World War was 
adequate for the type of ships that utilized it, today it is woefully in- 
ys ere for the modern T-2 and T-3 tankers 

Because of these difficulties local interests requested that considera- 
tion be given to widening the channel deepening it to 30 or 35 feet, 
and to increase the width of the turning basin by 150 feet. 

The Chief of Engineers investigated the requirements very thor- 
oughly and made a detailed study of a channel de pth of 30 feet. How- 
ever, he felt that the existing and prospective commerce did not justify 
deepening the river to 30 feet. He did find, however, that improve- 
ment of the existing channel from 24 to 27 feet and inc reasing its 
width from 150 to 250 feet was economically justified, and he has rec- 
ommended that. He also recommends that the existing turning basin 
be deepened to 24 feet and be enlarged by approximately 150 in width. 

Those recommendations were furnished to the State of Massachu- 
setts. They indicated that the 27 feet was not completely to their lik- 
ing and they also took some exception to the local contribution 
required. However, they did indicate they would accept the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

The Bureau of the Budget indicated they have no objection to the 
transmittal of this report to the Congress. 

Based on the estimated cost at the time the document was prepared, 
the Federal cost is $450,000, and the non-Federal cost $150,000, for a 
total of $600,000, 
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Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $525,000 
and a non-F ederal cost of $175,000, for a total of $700,000. 

Based on the revised costs the annual charges are estimated 
$29,500, of which $4,600 represents increased maintenance charges. 

Based on the revised costs, the benefit-cost ratio is indicated to be 
5.0 to hs 

Local interests would be required to contribute in cash 25 percent 
of the cost of construction, which is currently estimated at $175,000. 
In addition they will be required to furnish suitable spoil-disposal 
areas, bulkhead those parts of the spoil-disposal areas that lie below 
high water, and hold and save the United States free from damages. 

The local interests have indicated their willingness to comply with 
these items of local cooperation. 

The difficulties to navigation are entirely those attributable to lack 
of depth and lack of widt h. The type of tanker that utilizes the Town 
River is predominantly the T-2 and T-3 tanker, which draws about 
30 feet loaded. Because of the inadequate depth, fully loaded tankers 
are unable to navigate the channel. Instead they come through the 
port of Boston proper, lighter at that harbor and then procee ed with 
a reduced load up the Town River. In addition, they are delayed due 
to low tides, weather conditions, and a generally inadequate channel. 

We have estimated that the average delay for each tanker that 
utilizes this waterway is about 15 hours per vessel trip. When you 
think that a T-2 tanker costs about $100 an hour to operate, that can 
become a sizable amount of money that is lost on each vessel trip in 
Town River. 

The improvement we have recommended will not eliminate all of the 
delays now experienced by navigation. It will permit all of the T-2 
and 'T-3 tankers to load to full draft and come in the waterway. They 
will still have to wait for periods of high tide. 

We estimate with this improvement the delays will be reduced from 
15 hours to approximately 3 hours. All in all then the deepening of 
the existing channel to 27 feet will produce benefits which in our 
opinion are in excess of the annual costs, and we believe that this modi- 
fication is very well justified. 

Mr. Ancety. Colonel Milne, the benefit-cost ratio is a very high 
ratio, is it not? 

Colonel Mine. It is an extremely high ratio, sir. 

Mr. Ancoey. Is there a cash contribution included in the non- 
Federal contribution of $175,000 ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetyi. What is that ? 

Colonel Mitne. The cash contribution ¢ 

Mr. Ancor. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Miune. In our analysis of the benefits that would accrue as 
a result of this improvement we considered that there was a fairly 
sizable element of local benefits. It has been our policy wherever the 
benefits are local in contrast to general in nature that we do require a 
local cash contribution. We came to the conclusion that about 25 per- 
cent of the cost would represent the portion of the benefits that we 
think are local rather than general. 

Mr. Ancety. What type of benefits do you estimate are local ? 

Colonel Mrtne. The improvement would provide a channel 27 feet 
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deep to the vicinity of the Quincey Oil Co. That is the principal 
terminal that would benefit from this improvement. The Socony- 
Vacuum Oil Co. utilizes Weymouth Fore. The Lincoln Oil Co. brings 
their oil in on shallow-draft vessels. It is really the Quiney Oil Co. 
that would get the greatest benefits. It is not a single operation. 
There are several companies that are distributing from that terminal. 
However, because the benefits were largely attributable to that one 
terminal we considered a cash contribution was advisable. 

Mr. Ance.i. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any questions on my left ¢ 

Mr. Mack. This project will serve a tremendous population, I 
assume, 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. The population of Quincy in 1950 was 
over 83.000. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any questions from members of my right! ? 

Mr. Fation. What is the rel: ationship to Boston, Colonel Milne 

Colonel Minne. Actually the Town River is a tidal stream Bitte 
into Weymouth Fore, which is really part of Boston Harbor proper. 
This small-scale map shows that Quincy is about 20 miles south of 
Boston. 

Mr. Ancett. When the committee visited Boston Harbor last -fall 
we went out on the bay, but weather conditions were such that we had 
no opportunity to see this particular area. 

Colonel Mixing. I think, Mr. Chairman, you were on the Weymouth 
Fore, but I do not believe you got to the Town River. 

Mr. Ancetxi. We had to turn back, although we started that way, 
because of the weather conditions. 

Are there any further questions ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceuu. Thank you, ( ‘olonel Milne. 

We have with us, and he is interested in this project, I understand, 
Mr. Fred E. Bergfors, president of the Quincy Oil Co. of Quincy, 
Mass. 

Mr. Bergfors, the committee is very glad to hear you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF FRED E. BERGFORS, PRESIDENT OF THE QUINCY 
OIL CO., QUINCY, MASS. 


Mr. Bererors. I would like to have the executive vice president of 
the Quincy C hamber of Commerce testify now. I did not know the 
Army engineers would go into all these details, but it saved me time. 
If you would let me proceed that way it would be appreciated. 

Mr. Anceti. We will be very glad to do it that way. You may 
proceed in any way you wish. You may give your name in full to 
the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. 0’CONNELL, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT, QUINCY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, QUINCY, MASS. 


Mr. O’Connetu. My name is William A. O’Connell, executive vice 
pr esident of the Quincy Chamber of Commerce, Quincy, Mass. 

Quincy is the largest municipality in Norfolk County and also 
larger than any municipality in its sister county, namely, Plymouth 
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County. Quincy is the natural trading and distribution point for 
both counties. In fact, in order to reach Plymouth County from 
Boston, 90 percent of the transport: ation must go through Quincy. 

The Quincy Chamber of Commerce considers that its organization 
services both of these areas 

The population of these areas has been growing rapidly. 

Town River has been periodically deepened, as you know. The 
deepening was, of course, to provide navigation for changes in ship 
construction and design. 

In 1907 it was dredged to 4 feet. 

In 1930 it was dredged to 10 feet. 

In 1940 it was dredged to 24 feet. 

In 1920 the population of Norfolk County was approximately 
YOO 000, 

In 1930 the population of Norfolk County was approximately 
300,000. 

In 1950 the population of Norfolk County was approximately 
£00,000. 

In 30 years the population of this area has approximately doubled— 
200,000 in 1920; in 1930 it was over 300,000 and in 1950, 400,000. 

The present trend from cities to the suburbs is now accelerating 
this growth. 

Presently, consumers receive most of the products from Boston. 
This is time-consuming and also costlier. 

The Town River area is a natural area for the development of com- 
merce. Inasmuch as you did not have the opportunity to visit the 
lown River I think these photographs will be of help to you in 
visualizing this area, 

Map No. 12: This is an air view looking north with the Procter and 
Gamble plant in the foreground and at the mouth of Town River 
on the westerly side. 

The Socony-Vacuum Oil tanks are on the left, the Quincy Dry Dock 
and Yacht Corp., sometimes referred to as Bakers Yacht Basin, is 
in the center. The latter corporation was recently acquired by the 
Bruton Development Corp. of New York and it has extension plans 
to renovate the property immediately. These plans, in part, call for 
the construction of a deep-water berth 700 feet long and 100 feet wide. 
The Bruton Development Corp. has just acquired the Rolphe water- 
front property too, comprising of over an acre of waterfront land. 

The Quincy Oil Co. tanks are in the upper center section, and in the 
upper right over 100 acres of vacant land owned by the city of 
Quincy. 

Assessed value of Procter and Gamble is $1,500,000. 

Assessed value of Socony-Vacuum Oil is $681,000. 

Both of these plants are kept in good appearance. They gener- 
ously support civic programs. 

The next air view, No. 29: This view shows a tanker unloading at 
the Quincy Oil Co. Colonel Milne just referred to that location. 
More imports unt, however, is the view of the so-called Broad Meadows 
section comprising over 100 acres owned by the city of Quincy and 
available for proper industrial development. 

Picture No. 6 shows Town River looking south. 

Broad Meadows is located at the left center. 
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Note the State highway running parallel to the channel and its prox- 
imity to it. 

Across the top is the Fore River channel with the Edison Power Co. 
station at the top center and the Quincy yard of Bethlehem Steel upper 
right. 

I mention that because it shows that the area is heavily developed 
industrially, with some good, substantial companies. 

Picture no. 20 is an air view of the Edison power station, center, 
and Bethlehem Steel’s Quincy yard. The Fore River bridge cuts 
across the picture and the vessel is presumably unloading coal. The 
entrance to Town River is about 100 yards from the vessel on the 
right. 

This shows you the area is highly desirable to valuable industrial 
property. 

Picture no. 11 shows Quincy’s business center—Quincy Bay shows 
across the top, Town River is not visible but a section of Broad Mea- 
dows is visible. The purpose of showing this air view is to show the 
short distance from Quincy Center to Town River, about one mile. 

The Quincy Chamber of Commerce organized the south shore har- 
bor development division in 1930 in order to make greater use of the 
natural resources afforded by our water-front properties. 

Some progress has been made in doing this. The Procter and 
Gamble Plant was induced to locate in Quincy by the chamber of 
commerce. 

The dredging of the channel to a new depth of 27 feet will aid the 
general commerce of the south shore. At present it is not adequate 
to accommodate modern ships. Ships now using it have to pay light- 
ering cost. 

This improvement will open up this area for desirable industry 
business. 

Although it is generally accepted that the chief industry on Town 
River is now that of petroleum products, a new trend seems to be 
developing, that of shipbuilding. 

The Quincy Adams Yacht Yard recently changed hands. Whereas 
under previous management 100 men were employed, at the present 
time over 300 are working. 

Nonmagnetic minesweepers 144 feet long, of 375 tons, are being 
built. 

There is 10 million square feet of industrially zoned waterfront 
property around Town River. 

It is pretty difficult to estimate the potential development of the 
area, but I will venture to say $25 million in new valuations is possible 
ultimately if this channel is adequately developed. 

Broad Meadows development: The newspaper clipping depicts a 
suggested development plan for Broad Meadows that was proposed by 
the Quincy Chamber of Commerce on June 22, 1953. The dredging of 
Town River to 27 feet with the new turning basin will help the develop- 
ment of this area. 

Industrial land survey: This map shows that the industrial zoning 
of Quincy has been welt planned. Industrial areas have been set off 
on the outer city limits and along some sections of the waterfront. 
Most waterfront areas have been restricted to residential growth. 
Town River is our last remaining undeveloped section. 


89263—54—-vol. 1 -27 
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We need the dredging now under consideration. We hope you will 
give it favorable action. 

I have a letter here from the mayor, and also the city manager of 
(Quincy. I hope and I would appreciate it if it may be incorporated 
in the record of today’s hearings. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


City orf Quincy, Mass., February 19, 1954. 

Re House Document 108, 838d Congress, Town River survey by the United States 
engineers. 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: You have before you for public hearing, House Document 108 
relating to a survey by the United States engineers of a proposed dredging project 
in Town River, Norfolk County, Quincy, Mass. The recommendation proposes 
a 27-foot controlling depth with a 24-foot turning basin with an alternative depth 
of 30 feet. 

The Town River was originally intended to function as a port and for many 
years successfully did so As the trend toward iarger ocean-going vessels de- 
veloped requiring greater draft, it has become increasingly difficult for the 17-odd 
business enterprises located along the river to receive shipments direct. Over 
the years substantial oil storage facilities and other business enterprises have 
been established along Town River and the new facilities are requiring more 
often, lightering in order to permit the acceptance of the sea shipments. 

Quincy, since the 1930’s has been growing rapidly and is now considered to be 
the fastest growing community in Massachusetts. A great deal of merchandise, 
equipment, and materiais is delivered by ships and if it becomes necessary for 
this marine shipping to be unloaded at Boston dock facilities, it will require 
transhipments through an especially heavy traffic system of Greater Boston which 
in turn, will reduce the competitive ability of Quincy and add to the cost of 
consumers’ goods. 

We sincerely believe that the Town River dredging project as recommended 
by the United States engineers is in the public interest and that favorable con- 
sideration upon the recommendation together with the necessary appropriations 
should be recommended to the Congress. 

On behalf of the city of Quincy, may we record the municipality in favor of 
House Document 103 and the recommendations of the United States engineers and 
petition the Committee on Public Works for favorable consideration. 

Respectfully, 
AMELIO A. DELLA CHIESA, 
Mayor. 
Wm. J. DEEGAN, JR., 
City Manager. 


Mr. Ance.tyi. The committee is very glad to have heard your state- 
ment. 

Mr. O’Connett. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancrts. Are there any questions by members of the com- 
mittee of Mr. O’Connell ? 

Mr. Macurowicz. As I remember, when we were down there a 
statement was made that navigation was possible with these tankers 
in that channel only during limited hours of the daytime and only 
during high tide. 

Mr. O’Connevi. At the present time. 

Mr. Macurowicz. So that one of the factors in the form of benefits 
would be the saving of time. 

Mr. O’Conneti. That is right. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I forget the name of the company, but I remem- 
ber there was a company that had a fine record of ship repairs during 
the war. 
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Mr. O'Conneti. The Quincey Yacht Corp. I referred to. But that 
has expanded. Bethlehem Steel has one of their yards a short dis- 
tance from Town River, but not on it. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. During wartime there has been considerable 
naval repair work done there. 

Mr. O'Connewn. We are primarily a marine area 

Mr. Macurowicz. Thank you. 

Mr. Ance.i. Mr. Bergfors, do you desire to be heard from at this 
time ¢ 

Mr. Bererors. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Public Works Committee, my 
name is Fred E. Bergfors. I am president of the Quincy Oil Co. 
56 Federal Avenue, Quincy, Mass. I am also chairman of the South 
Shore Harbor De velopment Committee of the Quincy Chamber of 
Commerce, and a member of the Maritime Association that had the 
opportunity of entertaining you fellows in Boston Harbor. We 
appreciate it very much and hope you will make a return visit again. 

Mr. Anceti. May I say you did a very good job. 

Mr. Bererors. Thank you very much. 

The statement I am making is just a conclusion of all that hap- 
pened, because I know you have the details from the Army engineers, 
and so forth, so I do not want to take up your time, because I know 
you are very busy 

The Town River dredging and improvement covered in this Docu- 
ment No. 108 is the most urgent of the required improvements in 
the whole of Massachusetts Bay for the reason that it is the only 
channel that cannot accommodate any of the present ships. 

When it was originally deepened in 1940 it was represented in 
the survey report to be capable of handling the small Victory and 
Liberty ships then plying our oceans. W hen it was completed the 
pilots and tugboat captains refused to take the risk of handling these 
ships in the river. 

Some years later further improvements were completed by easing 
the bends and straightening the channel. Now ships are negotiating 
the channel after reduci ing the draft. This was done out of main- 
tenance money. At the present time the limit allowed in the river is 
2614 feet, and, of course, there are no oceangoing ships drawing as 
little as 2614 feet, so that expensive lightering i is required. Natur ally, 
this completely stopped the development that the improvement in- 
tended to encourage. The lightering costs make the operations un- 
economical and noncompetitive. T his is the reason we say that this im- 
provement is the most urgent, in order to make use of the expendi- 
tures that have already been made. 

The Quincy Oil Co. was one of the original petitioners and depend- 
ing on the promises and predictions made we proceeded to erect a 500,- 
000-barrel oil terminal and a berth 580 feet long, 100 feet wide, and 32 
feet deep, capable of berthing these ships fully loaded. However, as 
expensive lightering is required, the benefits have not been forth- 
coming, so we could not pass any savings along to the consumer. 

I shall not take the time of the committee to go into the full details 
of the benefits and the number of smaller businesses that will be 
helped, as well as the economic advantages directly and indirectly, to 
the abutters, the city, and the south shore as a whole, as this is covered 
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thoroughly and in detail in other material as well as in the American 
Merchant Marine Institute’s report dated March 1947; also Document 
No. 108 submitted by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Bergfors. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Mr. 
Bergfors? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Anceii. Are there any other witnesses present who desire to 
be heard on this project ¢ 

I understand Mr. Greene desires to be heard, according to the in- 
formation given to me. That is on all of the projects, although we 
have not covered them all at this time. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS T. GREENE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE—Resumed 


Mr. Greene. On Town River and Weymouth Fore River and the 
Hudson River that were scheduled this afternoon, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ancetx. The New York project ? 


JOHN J. DUANE, 
Quincy, Mass., February 19, 1954. 
Mr. WILLIAM O’CONNELL, 
Chamber of Commerce, Quincy, Mass. 

Dear Srr: I am in favor of the Town River channel being deepened. Not 
only because of the benefit to Qunicy and surrounding towns but also to my 
own business. 

As you know our steel yard property is approximately 300 feet away from 
the channel. We have a reinforced concrete wharf 240 feet long with over 500 
creosoted piles in it. A deeper channel would be of great benefit to us in unload- 
ing stel, angles, etc. 

After the war we dismantled five submarines, a passenger cargo boat, landing 
barges, and LCI’s and our wharf helped us greatly. With a deeper channel we 
feel we could do more work along the same lines. 

I hope that others in Quincy will see the advantages to a deeper channel at 
Town River. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN J. DUANE Co. 

Mr. Greene. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnGetx. Do you desire to be heard at this time ? 

Mr. Greene. I should like to be heard on Town River, if it please 
the chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. AnGett. Very well. Will you make your presentation as short 
as possible due to our limitation of time, covering your points? 

Mr. Greene. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Francis G. Greene. I am executive vice president of the 
American Merchant Marine Institute, which is composed of United 
States steamship companies operating over 7,500,000 tons of Ameri- 
can-flag dry cargo, tank, and collier vessels, both in the domestic and 
foreign trades of the United States. 

A number of our member companies operate in the Town River, 
and they are deeply concerned in its improvement, so as to insure the 
safe and efficient navigation of their vessels. 

We very much appreciate this opportunity to be heard by your sub- 
committee as to this and certain other river and harbor improvement 
projects which should be incorporated in the 1955 river and harbor 
authorization bill, 
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The existing Corps of Engineers project for Town River provides 
for a channel 24 feet deep at mean low water and generally 150 feet 
wide, extending from Weymouth Fore River to a point opposite the 
upstream end of the Quincy Oil Co. terminal, a distance of about 1.3 
miles; for a turning basin at the upstream limit of this channel, 18 
feet deep and 100 feet wide, and averaging 1,000 feet long; and for a 
channel 15 feet deep and 100 feet wide, extending to a point just below 
the plant of the Quincy Electric Light & Power Co., a further distance 
of 0.25 mile. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., represented its 
member companies at a hearing held on March 27, 1947, and requested 
deepening of the 24-foot project to either 30 or 35 feet at mean low- 
water, depending upon whichever depth was found to be justified, 
widening of the channel to 250 feet with suitable increases on the turn, 
deepening the 18-foot turning basin to the same depth as the channel 
and increasing the width of the tur ning basin by 150 feet. The esti- 
mated annual savings in 1955 given at the hear ing was 4: 25,000 for the 
30-foot channel and $450,000 for the 35-foot channel. Savings in the 
operation of vessels in this waterway will result principally from 
reduction and elimination of delays in waiting for high water and 
daylight, reduction of the surcharge rate of 15 percent for use of ves- 
sels under 14,000 dead weight tons and elimination of extra cost 
involved in a 2-terminal discharge. 

The division engineer, although computing a benefit-cost ratio of 1.7 
for a 30-foot channel, recommended a 27-foot channel with an evalu- 
ated benefit to annual carrying charges ratio of 4.6 to 1. 

The Chief of Engineers, after fully considering the reports, recom- 
met nded modification of the existing project to provide for a channel 

feet deep and 250 feet wide from the junction with Weymouth Fore 
River to the upstream end of the existing 24-foot channel, with a turn- 
ing basin 24 feet deep, 550 feet wide, and 1,000 feet long. Although 
the American Merchant Marine Institute feels that greater depth 
should be provided for the larger, more economical vessels currently 
in use, it concurs in and fully endorses the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

I should like to thank this subeommittee for its consideration. 

Mr. Anoett. Are there any questions from the members of the 
committee / 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancexw. If not, we thank you. 

Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceui. I think that concludes our hearing on this project. 


WerymoutH Fore River, Mass. 


Mr. Ancett. We will hear the next project, which is the Weymouth 

Fore River, Mass., in House Document No. 555 of the 82d Congress. 
Colonel sikve soe a proceed. 

Colonel Minne. The report on the Weymouth Fore River, Mass., is 
contained in House Document 555 of the 82d Congress, 2d session, as 
authorized by a resolution of the House Public Works Committee 
dated Apri ] 22, 1947. 
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The Weymouth Fore River rises in Braintree, Mass., and flows 
approximately 8 miles north and empties into Hingham Bay, which 
is on the south side of Boston Harbor. 

The area that the Weymouth Fore River taps is predominantly one 
devoted to manufacturing. It has a variety of industry, with such 
things as shipbuilding, hydroelectric plants, coal and petroleum dis- 
tribution, and the manufacturing of soaps to mention a few. 

The existing Federal project for Weymouth Fore provides for a 
channel 27 feet in depth between Nut Island and Peddocks Island, 
and 300 feet wide; a channel 27 feet in depth and 300 feet wide in the 
Weymouth Fore River, extending to just upstream of the Fore River 
br idge ; and a 27-foot by 400-foot channel through the Nantasket Gut. 
The Nantasket Gut portion of the project has not been completed. It 
is authorized but Federal funds have not been appropriated for its 
construction. The West Gut channel has been completed, as has the 
channel in the Weymouth Fore River. 

In the year 1952 over 2 million tons of commerce was handled on 
this improved waterway. That commerce was predominantly petro- 
leum and some building products. 

Local interests have indicated that due to the relatively narrow 
width of the channel and the shallow depth that they are having con- 
siderable difficulty in navigating it with the modern T-2 and T-3 type 
tankers. They must lighter the cargoes and wait for favorable con- 
ditions of tide to get into the terminals at the upstream end of the 
Weymouth Fore. 

They have requested as a result of these difficulties that considera- 
tion be given to improving the project, and have recommended that we 
investigate a channel depth of 30 or 35 feet, widening of the channel 
and provision for a turning basin at the upstream end. 

The Chief of Engineers has made a detailed study of the area. He 
examined the possibility of a 35-foot channel, but came to the conclu- 
sion that it was not economically justified. He did believe, however, 
that an improvement to the existing project was Justified and he recom- 
me nds that the project be modified to provide for a channel 30 feet in 
depth and 500 feet wide through Nantasket Gut, and tapering down 
toa aad 300 feet wide and 30 feet deep up the Weymouth Fore 
River to the head of the existing navigation project ; and that the exist- 
ing turning basin be widened and dee ‘pe ned to 24 feet. 

Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of Massa- 
chusetts and they have indicated that while they would have pre- 
ferred a 35-foot channel they feel that a 30-foot channel would be so 
much superior to what they now have that they concur with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

These recommendations were furnished to the Bureau of the Budget 
and they indicated that they have no objection to transmitting the re- 
port to the Congress. 

Based on the costs as contained in the House docum ent we show a 
Federal cost of $3,412,055, and a non-Federal cost of $50,680. 

Those costs, revised to the fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $4,400,- 
000 and a non-Federal cost of $64,400, for a total of $4,464,400. 

Based on the revised costs the annual charges are estimated to be 
$158,980. The increased maintenance due to the recommended im- 
provement would be very small. It is in the neighborhood of $500. 
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Again based on the revised costs, the benefit-cost ratio is 3.0 to 1. 

Local cooperation required would be to provide for the cost of alter- 
ing the submarine cable crossings and other obstructive structures not 
owned by the United States; and hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to construction and maintenance. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
terms of local cooperation. 

Due to the lack of depth in the existing Weymouth Fore River 
channel it is necessary for the T-2 and T-3 type tankers to come in 
under a reduced load. In most of these cases tankers proceed to Bos- 
ton where they lighter, and then will come in to Weymouth Fore with 
a reduced load. “Also, of course, they must wait on periods of favor- 
able tide to enter the Weymouth Fore River. 

We have estimated that these delays average something in excess of 
three hours per vessel trip. 

The provision of a 30-foot channel would eliminate a great portion 
of these delays. It would not reduce them entirely because they would 
still have to wait for favorable tide, but they would not have to lighter 
their vessel. We estimate the average delay would be reduced from 
three hours to just over one hour. 

Based on the reduction in delays and what we consider an average 
prospective commerce over the life of the project, we believe that the 
project is well justified and we recommend that it be modified to pro- 
vide for a channel 30 feet in leu of the existing 27-foot channel. 

Mr. Ancetxt. Will you give me again the Federal costs revised to 
date? 

Colonel Mine. $4,400,000 Federal cost and a non-Federal cost of 
$64,400, for a total of $4,464,400. 

Mr. Anerrs. Are there any cash contributions in the $64,400 ? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. That would be local interests costs in re- 
moving submarine cables and other obstructive crossings. 

Mr. Nea. Colonel, in areas like this the annual cost following im- 
provements of this kind is largely due to dredging. Is that mght? 

Colonel Miune. No, sir. The annual costs I have given you of 
$158,980 represent an amortization of the initial investment, that, is 
of the initial $4 million. Of the annual costs of $158,980, only a very 
small part is maintenance. It is something like $500. The remainder 
is an amortization and interest charge against the initial Federal 
investment. 

Mr. Nea. Then it is not to be presumed that these channels are apt 
to fill up readily ? 

Colonel Mrtne. Experience in this particular channel would indi- 
cate maintenance would be very nominal. 

Mr. Neat. Very small in that respect ¢ 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancert. Are there any other questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetn. Thank you, Colonel. 

Our colleague, Congressman McCormack, is interested in this 
project. Unfortunately, he has other engagements which does not 
permit him to testify at this time. 

Without objection, his statement will be incorporated in the record 
at this point: 
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(The statement of representative John W. McCormack is as 
follows :) 


WASHINGTON, February 23, 1954. 
Hon. GeorGe A, DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN DonpeERo: In relation to the Weymouth Fore River project, 
which I understand has been favorably reported by the United States Army 
engineers, and which I understand comes up before your committee on Wednes- 
day, I desire to place myself on record as favoring this project and to respect- 
fully and sincerely urge you and the Members of your Committee to report it 
favorably either in a separate bill, or in any omnibus bill your committee might 
report in the future. I will appreciate it very much if you will include my letter 
as part of the record and the printed hearings. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun W. McCorMAck. 


Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further questions or any further wit- 
nesses on this project / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. If not, we will proceed with the next project. 

The statement of Mr. Greene on the Weymouth Fore River project 
may be inserted in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROJECT FOR DEEPENING WEYMOUTH FORE RIVER, MAss. 


The existing project for Weymouth Fore River, Mass., provided for a channel 
27 feet deep with a general width of 300 feet from a point in Hingham Bay 
between Nut and Peddocks Island to the Weymouth Fore Bridge; a channel in 
Nantasket Gut, 27 feet deep and 400 feet wide, extending from deep water in 
Nantasket Roads to Hingham Bay, thence through Hingham Bay 27 feet deep 
and 300 feet wide for a distance of 1.4 miles to deep water in Weymouth Fore 
River west of Sheep Island; and extension of the 27-foot channel so as to in- 
clude the present 27-foot State-improved channel through and above the Wey- 
mouth Fore River Bridge, providing a combined channel and maneuvering 
basin of the same depth, with a length of about 2,500 feet and widths varying 
from 470 to 900 feet. 

At a public hearing held on June 27, 1947, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute requested deepening of the channel from 27 feet to 30 or 35 feet with 
the 30-foot depth to be adopted until the greater depth was justified by increas- 
ing commerce. The benefits which would be realized from improvement of the 
project channel are those which would accrue through use of the larger vessels, 
which would be derived by reduction in surcharge, reduction in delays due 
to tidal fluctuation, and the savings due to elimination of lightering. 

In subsequent letter to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the 
American Merchant Marine Institute urged favorable consideration of the Divi- 
sion Engineer’s findings for a 35-foot channel with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.6, 
by indicating the trend in vessel construction and assuring the predicted regular 
use of the waterway by the larger tankers. 

Although desirous of the 35-foot project depth, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute, Inec., fully endorses the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
for modification of the existing project for Weymouth Fore River, Mass., to 
provide for a channel 32 feet deep in rock, 30 feet deep in other material, and 
500 feet wide from deep water in Boston Harbor along the southerly half of 
the Narrows Channel in Nantasket Roads and through Nantasket Gut, thence 
of the same depths and generally 300 feet wide across Hingham Bay and into 
Weymouth Fore River to Weymouth Fore River Bridge, following the general 
alinement of the existing project channel, and extending through and above the 
bridge to form a maneuvering basin 470 to 650 feet wide. 
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Hupson River, N. Y. 


Mr. AncetL. We will take up the next project, which is the Hud- 
son River, N. Y., project, House Document 228 of the 83d Congress. 

Colonel Ming, we will be glad to hear you on that. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, this is in the Hudson River project. 

Mr. Anceui. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. The Hudson River is the finest valley in the country. 
I have a telegram here from Harold Keller, Commissioner of the New 
York State Department of Commerce, which I would like to enter in 
the record. 

Mr. AnceLu. It may be received. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


ALBANY, N. Y., February 23, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK J. BECKER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Following is the text of a telegram I have today sent to the Honorable Homer 
Angell, chairman, subcommittee on rivers and harbors. With respect to the 
proposal to deepen the Hudson River between New York and Albany. 

“The deepening of the Hudson River Channel as currently proposed by the 
Corps of Engineers will result in definite benefits not only to New York State but 
to the entire country for the following reasons: 

“1. The Hudson River is a natural tidal waterway, and, in essence an exten- 
sion of the port of New York as such. It is an integral part of the transporta- 
tion system of New York State. 

“2. The river serves today and could be of far greater importance as a con- 
necting link with the immense industrial and agricultural areas of the Midwest. 
Its deepening improvement, and maintenance would result in lower transpor- 
tation costs in moving goods from and to the interior of the United States. 

“3. The existing depth of the channel in the Hudson River requires that many 
vessels discharge a portion of their cargo at the port of New York before pro- 
ceeding to the port of Albany. 

“4. On the east and west banks of this waterway, extending about 150 miles, 
are potential sites for industrial expansion and development. Therefore, the 
deepening of the river would make possible a healthy development of the indus- 
tries which consume large quantities of imported raw materials and which would 
serve the entire Northeast. 

“5. A deeper channel which would permit the larger modern type vessels to 
go directly to Albany without the expense and delay of discharging part of 
their cargo at New York would in the event of a national emergency expand 
our transport facilities and assist in the movement of supplies and essential 
materials for the Armed Forces. It would also be of great value in the strategic 
dispersion of docking and port facilities. 

“These advantages were indicated in a letter from me to the New York dis- 
trict engineer, and this letter was made a part of his report to the Chief of 
Engineers in Washington. The Chief of Engineers subsequently referred the 
matter to Governor Dewey for approval and approval was granted early in 1953. 

‘Because of the importance of the proposed project to the economic devel- 
opment of New York State, I urge that your committee recommend favorable 
action on the deepening of the Hudson River Channel.” 

HAROLD KELLER, 
Commissioner, New York State Department of Commerce. 


Mr. Anerii. I may state also that I understand this project is in 
the congressional district of our colleague, Dean Taylor of New York. 

Is the Congressman present ? 

I understand he has been detained but he is coming and will be 
here a little later. 

I should mention our colleagues, the Honorable Leo W. O’Brien 
of New York and the Honorable Michael Powers of New York de- 
sire to be heard on this project. Are they present ? 

(No response. ) 
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Mr. Anceii. Very well. You may proceed with your statement, 
Colonel. : 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Hudson River, N. Y., 
is contained in House ‘Doe ument No. 228 of the 83d Congress, ist 
session, as authorized by a resolution of the River and Harbor Com- 
mittee dated March 2, 1945. 

The Hudson River rises in the northeastern part of the State of 
New York and flows some 300 miles south across the State of New 
York and empties into New York Bay. The area that is tapped by 
the Hudson River encompasses both agriculture and industry. 

The existing Federal project—and I would like to point out we 
are only talking about the Hudson River above the city limits of 
New York—the existing Federal project calls for a chi snnel 27 feet 
in depth and 300 feet wide from just above the city limits of New 
York, extending to Albany; beyond Albany the channel is 14 feet 
in depth and 400 feet wide to Troy. Of course, beyond Troy you 
enter the New York State Barge Canal, one arm of which goes toward 
Lake Erie and the other arm goes to Lake Champlain, with access 
to the St. Lawrence. 

On this improved Federal project in the year 1952 over 18 million 
tons of commerce were transported. The commerce was largely pe- 
troleum, grain, building materials, coal, and other products. Spe- 
cifically, of the 18 million tons over 6 million went to the port of 
Albany itself. 

Local interests have indicated that due to the lack of depth in 
the channel they are having extreme difficulty in navigating with 
modern vessels. I would like to point out to the committee that 
the Hudson River from the city of New York to Albany is not an 
artificial channel in the sense that we must dredge it over its entire 
length to maintain a depth of 27 feet. On the contrary, the greater 
part of that distance, which is about 150 miles, has a ni atural, depth 
of 33 feet or more. There are only a relatively few areas that must 
be maintained by dredging. 

Because of the lack of depth, narrow width, and the lack of turning 
basins local interests have requested consideration be given to a modi- 
fication of the project. They have suggested that a dee per channel 
would be extremely desirable. They “have also asked for turning 
basins along the route of the Hudson River, and finally that considera- 
tion be given to the improvement of the 14-foot channel to Troy. 

Mr. Ancrtx. What is the controlling depth at the present time ? 

Colonel Mine. 27 feet, sir. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the area very thoroughly 
and has looked into the possibility of providing depths greater than 27 
feet. He has considered 35-foot depths and less, and he has come to the 
conclusion that the most economical modification for this project would 
be providing a channel 32 feet in depth in soft material and 34 feet in 
rock, with a channel width of 600 feet from New York City to King- 
ston, and then narrowing to 400 feet from Kingston to Albany. 

He does not recommend any deepening of the channel above Albany. 
He also recommends that provision be made for increasing the width of 
the existing turning basin just below the Rensselaer Bridge at Albany, 
and furthermore recommends that small turning basins be provided at 
two points along the route of the river between New York and Albany. 
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Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of New 
York which has indicated its concurrence. 

Likewise, the Bureau of the Budget indicated that it has no objection 
to the transmittal of this report to the Congress. 

Based on the original document the costs were estimated to be Fed- 
eral, $30,750,000, and non-Federal, $1,120,000, for a total of $31,870,000. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show 2 Federal cost of $31,980,- 
000 and a non-Federal cost of $1,166,000, for a total of $33,146,000. 

Based on those revised costs the annual charges are estimated to be 
$1,466,900, of which $183,400 represents increased maintenance costs. 

Again based on the 

Mr. Aneett. What is the increased maintenance cost, Colonel 

Colonel Mitne. $183,400, sir. 

Again based on the revised costs, the benefit-cost ratio is estimated to 
be 1.89 to 1. 

On the existing 27-foot channel commerce coming upstream, prin- 
cipally petroleum products, must lighter their load at New York Hi: ur- 
bor. The average T-2 tanker takes off about one-third of the load at 
New York and then proceeds on to Albany. Likewise, the grain vessels 
going from Albany must load Jess than their capacity, and top off their 
load at New York Harbor. 

In addition to that uneconomical procedure with both oil tankers 
and grain, it is necessary for vessels coming up the waterway or go- 
ing to New York to be extremely cautious because of the relatively 
shallow depths. There are a great number of delays inherent in the 
existing waterway, and night traffic above Kingston is impossible. 

We have estimated that the improvement of the channel to 32 feet 
will permit oil tankers to proceed from their origin, which is generally 
on the coast of Texas, all the way to Albany without the necessity of 
lightering at New York Harbor. That, coupled with the elimination 
of delays in the waterway, would enable the oil to be transported at 
something like 24 cents a ton less than it is now moving. 

We estimate that a modification of the existing project will permit 
grain to leave Albany and go to New York for about 32 cents a ton 
less than it isnow moving. 

The recommended improvement of 32 feet would not eliminate 
all of the delays presently being experienced by navigation. It would, 
however, eliminate a great portion of those del: ays, and we believe that 
the benefits which will accrue as a result of this i improvement are far 
in excess of the annual charges. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the project be modified to pro- 
vide for a channel 32 feet in soft material and 34 feet in rock, coupled 
with widening the existing turning basin and providing two addi- 
tional turning basins. 

Mr. Anceti. Colonel Milne, is the channel 32 feet in depth already 
over a part of this course ? 

Colonel Mine. Over a great portion of the waterway the natural 
channel is at least 33 feet. It is only in the areas indicated in green 
that we have lesser depths in the river. 

Mr. Anceti. With respect to this project, how long has it been 
pending ? 

Colonel Mitnr. We were authorized to begin the study in 1945. 

Mr. Ancetu. This is the first time it has been before the committee ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is right, sir. 
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Mr. Ancetxi. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee of Colonel Milne ? 

Chairman Donpero. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Ancetu. The chairman of the full committee, Mr. Dondero. 

Chairman Donprro. Colonel Milne, is there any provision in this 
project for paying back to the Federal Government in tolls any of the 
expense of the thirty-million-odd dollars ? 

Colonel Mitne. No,sir. There is no provision for tolls. 

Chairman Donprero. That is all. 

Mr. Becker. Why should we have tolls in the Hudson River? 

Chairman Donperro. I just want to know why. 

Mr. Faxon. I think it is a very good question, now that we are 
setting a precedent for it. 

Mr. Becker. Then I think we want to go back to all of the other 
projects. 

Mr. Nea. Colonel, you speak of the differential between having to 
unload cargo at New York and go on upstream and vice versa, coming 
down with grain, or oil, or whatever the cargo may be. Just for infor- 
mation, which is the least expensive? ‘To spend money to deepen this 
channel so that deep-sea vessels can go on up, or to consider it from the 
standpoint of transferring the cargo to lighter carriers at New York 
and proceed from there ? 

Colonel Mrine. Based on the costs of the present tanker fleet it is 
much cheaper for them to move from their point of origin all the way 
to their destination, that is, moving with a complete cargo and unload- 
ing a complete cargo at the point of destination. That is much cheaper 
than having to stop at an intermediate point and unload. When they 
stop at an intermediate point it entails double docking and double 
handling by tugs, and a delay in the ship’s time. Then they must get 
back out into the channel and proceed to their ultimate destination. 

So in dollars and cents it is considerably cheaper to go from origin 
to destination without intermediate unloading. 

Mr. Nea. I can appreciate that, but my thought was this: Whether 
it would be economically sound to use vessels of two drafts with the 
idea that all cargo coming into New York under deep draft would be 
transferred to lighter-draft ships going upstream. 

Colonel Mitner. You have raised a question, Mr. Neal, which goes 
back to the shipping industry itself and what they are building. 

Prior to World War II the tanker fleet—and I think we can con- 
fine this discussion to the tanker fleet—averaged about 24 to 25 feet 
in draft. The Vy carr ied in the neighborhood of 70,000 to 80,000 barrels 
of wg That was the standard United States tanker. During World 
War IT the size was increased tremendously and the so-called T—-2 type 
ti cil r developed which draws 30 feet, 2 inches, and will carry around 
130,000 barrels of petroleum. 

The costs of transporting petroleum with the larger vessel are so 
much less than was the cost rae the older type vessel that the 
hipping industry is no longer building the old-type vessel. As the 
smaller ships are retired they are being replaced with the T-2 and T-3, 
and even larger tankers. The pre-World War II tankers are gradually 
going out of the trade. 

I believe today the composition of the American tanker fleet is prob- 
ably 80 percent made up of vessels drawing 30 feet and more. No one 
tomy knowledge is building the smaller ships. 


S 
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To do what you have suggested, in other words, to lighter to a vessel 
of less draft, would require the industry to build these smaller- -type 
ships, which they are just not doing. 

Mr. Neat. On the other hand, when you consider the fact that it is 
pretty well recognized nowadays that all of these tank-carrying vescels 
are being built “to carry more and more fuel, is it possible then to 
believe that you will not exceed the depth of your carrying capacity 
on these streams all over the country / 

Colonel Mine. We have given that a great deal of thought. Of 
course, there is nothing that ‘the Chief of ‘Engineers can do. He has 
no control over the tanker fleet. 

Mr. Neau. [ understand that. 

Colonel Mitne. But in discussions with the industry we have 
gathered the impression that their general feeling on this matter is 
this. The T-2 tanker is standard for the American fleet. They are 
not going to build for intercoastal traffic a tanker much bigger than 
the T-2. 

Now, the supertankers that will draw 33 feet, or a litle more than 
33 feet, and are being built in ever increasing numbers, are destined 
for overseas movement. They generally utilize the harbors which 
have depths of 38 to 40 feet. 

Because of the tremendous capacity of these supertankers they must 
go to areas that have built up extremely large terminals. They could 
not go to the average harbor that we have in this country because the 
terminal capacity just will not take it. 

So I believe as nearly as we can foresee it would appear that the T-2 
type tanker will satisfy the requirements of the majority of the oil 
companies, at least for intercoastal traffic. I would classify the 
Hudson River as falling in that category. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any further question of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetxt. We thank you, Colonel. 

Is our colleague, Congressman O’Brien, present? We will be very 
glad to hear from you at this time. The committee is very glad to 
have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEO W. O’BRIEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. O’Brien. Gentlemen, I am grateful for your courtesy. I will 
not be lengthy because Mr. Mich: el J. Pow ers, who is chairman of the 
Albany Port District Commission, is here and he will explain it in more 
detail than I would. 

I feel I am wearing two hats today because in addition to represent- 
ing my district I was a member of the Albany port district for 17 years, 
and I know of some of the problems which are besetting that inland 
port. 

I would like to say we are in business now. We have a port, but we 
have a port because the Government invested a substantial amount of 
money in the original deepening of the channel. 

The citizens of Albany and Rensselaer, which have a combined 
population of less than 150,000, have contributed millions of dollars 
to erecting the facilities and providing the facilities there. The bene- 
fits of those facilities have spread far beyond the confines of those two 
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communities. We feel we have contributed in a measure, the same as 
has the Federal Government, to the general economic welfare. 

I know it is not necessary to convince the committee of the feasibility 
of a channel in the Hudson River, because that was determined many 
years ago. I do not think I should take your time to argue the merits 
of dee pening the channel at this time because the Army engineers after 
exhaustive and time-cons suming efforts have so recommended. I 
realize the committee is faced with a choice among a number of worth- 
while projects and you are endeavoring to decide which must be done 
now and which can be deferred until later. I think our project comes 
under the “now” heading because the original channel deepening was 
done long before World War II. The engineers at that time did not 
take into account the swift development of the modern oceangoing 
fleet. Asa result 90 percent of your modern ships cannot be nav igated 

full load to Albany. It has resulted in grave economic losses, 
which continue each day and will continue until the channel is 
deepened. 

The Federal Government has a heavy investment in previous 
Eres in the Hudson River. So have the local and business 
interests. I feel if this project is further delayed those investments, 
both F oer al al local, will be jeopardized. I think it would be fool- 
hardy for a man to build an expensive lawn and permit it to become 
choked by weeds. I think we have a parallel to that situation 
here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity to appear 
before you. 

Mr. Ance.x. Are there any questions of our colleague by the mem- 
bers of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. We have none and we thank you. 

Is my colleague Dean Taylor present? I received word a moment 
ago that he w ill be here and he may come in a little later 

We have with us Mr. Michael Powers of the port of Albany, N. Y. 
We will be very glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Powers. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL J. POWERS, CHAIRMAN, ALBANY PORT 
DISTRICT COMMISSION 


Mr. Powers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. The 
Congressman just mentioned I was going to go into detail on this 
project, but giving consideration to your earlier statement that you 
are rather pinched for time I will not attempt to. 

My name is Michael J. Powers. I represent the Albany Port Dis- 
trict Commission of Albany, N. Y., as chairman of that commission. 

The Albany Port District Commission has authorized me to appear 
before io and to state its endorsement of the recommendation of the 
report by the Chief of Engineers, dated January 23, 1953, that the 
existing project for Hudson River, N. Y., be modified to provide for 
deepening of the 27-foot channel to Albany to 32 feet soft materials 
and 34 feet in rock at mean low water, with a width of 600 feet from 
New York City to Kingston, thence a width of 400 feet to Albany, all 
subject to the conditions set forth in the report (H. Doc. No. 228, 83d 
Cong. Ist Sess. ). 
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Chapter 192 of the Laws of New York, 1925, created the Albany 
Port District, and defined the powers, ation and procedure of the 
Albany Port District canal: The commission consists of 5 
me »mbers, 4 of whom are residents of the c ity of Albany and 1 of whom 
is a resident of the city of Rensselaer. ‘The Albany members are ap- 
pointed by the Governor of the State of New York upon the nomina- 
tion of the m ayor of the city of Albany; the Rensselaer member by the 
Governor upon the nomination of the mayor of the city of Rensselaer. 
Te rm of office is > ye ars. 

The commission has power and authority over the development, con- 
trol, and oper: ition of port facilities, and the coordination of the same 
with existing or future agencies of transportation. 

Each year in the month of June the commission files with the clerk 
and with the treasurer of each c ity in the district a statement of the 
amount to be raised and paid to the commission by each city in the 
district for the estimated expenditures of the commission during the 
fiscal year July 1 to June 30, including cost, expenses other than for 
eed installments of the district debt and interest payable in 
such ye: Albany pays 87.89 percent and Rensselaer 12.11 percent of 
the district” s budget. “Total bonded indebtedness of the district was 
slightly in excess of $8 million, the current bonded indebtedness under 
35 million. Port of Albany income is gained through usual deep 
vater terminal services, viz dockage, wharfage, storage, railroad 
switching, rentals, and other. Bonds of the district are a lien against 
the taxable properties of the two cities. 

The Hudson River almost from the time of discovery by Henry 
Hudson has been identified with world commerce. Hudson, the ex- 
plorer, brought word back to-E urope the upper reaches of the river 
which now bears his name was a frie ndly section, abounding with fur- 
bearing animals and a great trading place. Hudson was followed 
by French, English, and other Dute h traders and ve ry little time was 
lost in establishing trade between the upper Hudson area and Euro- 
pean countries. 

In 1785 the sloop wperiment cleared from Albany to China, and 
vessels were in fairly constant trade with the West Indies. 

In August 1789 George Washington, President of the United States, 
appointed Jeremiah Lansing, Surveyor of the Port of Albany 

Following the opening of the New York State Erie Canal in 1825, 
worldwide commerce over the Hudson River was given further im- 
petus since Albany then became an important tr: ansfer point for com- 
modities to and from Great Lakes and Central States, whose devel- 
opments were largely aided by Hudson River commerce. Albany 
became an important lumber terminal. In the years preceding 1900 
as much as 100 million feet of lumber annually were handled at Al- 
bany, a major portion of which was loaded into coastwise and foreign 
vessels. 

The then port of Albany by reason of its strategic location to a 
hinterland fast growing w ith industries and population continued its 
touch with the commerce of the seven seas. 

Because of the importance of the traffic on the Hudson River, the 
State of New York shortly after the Revolutionary War commenced 
appropriation of funds for improvement and maintenance of the 
channels north of Hudson where natural depths of from 6 to 8 
feet were common over the shifting bars and occasional rock shoals. 
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Removal of the rock shoals was attempted by dredging; elimination 
of the bars was attempted by the construction of channel training 
dikes. 

In 1834 the Federal Government, realizing the importance of 
the Hudson River to international commerce and internal develop- 
ment, commenced appropriations for the improvement of this water- 
way. From that time until about 1870 both the State of New York 
and the Federal Government carried on work for the betterment 
of the channel. At about this later date the betterments of the channel 
was assumed entirely by the Federal Government. The original Fed- 
eral project for the improvement of Hudson River, adopted in 1834, 
modified in 1852, and again in 1856, had for its object among other 
things the securing of an 11-foot channel south of Albany. Then 
followed projects of March 1899 and June 1910, which provided 
for a 12-foot depth, but the then 12-foot channel just as the present 
27-foot channel was not deep enough to permit ships fully loaded to 
come to the port of Albany. This 12-foot depth was sufficient for 
the shallow-draft, wooden, oceangoing vessels, but the wooden vessels 
had been replaced by deeper-draft steel ships which could not enter 
the river channel north of Hudson, N. Y. The thriving port of Al- 
bany succumbed to the demands for bigger and faster ships and what 
was once teeming activity became a hollow memory. 

By acts of Congress of March 1925 and July 1930 the present 27- 
foot project was authorized. Work of improvement under the proj- 
ect was completed in 1934, at a cost of $16,128,000. ' Since 1910, total 
expenditures for improvements in the Hudson River approximate 
$24,180,000. 

The act of Congress of March 1925 provided for local cooperation: 

(1) That local interests provide without expense to the United 
States dumping areas for dredged materials when these must be 
purchased ; b t 

(2) That local interests organize an agency to design, construct, 
and operate suitable terminals, and to promote the actual transfer 
of freight between ship and rail at such terminals; 

(3) That before any Federal funds are expended on channel im- 
provement, local interests shall make provisions satisfactory to the 
Chief of Engineers and Secretary of War for the construction of ter- 
minals, providing, exclusive of pier ends, 3,600 feet of berthage, of 
which not less than 600 feet shall be designed and equipped for the 
economical handling of lumber; supporting warehouses, one of which 
shall be for cold storage; a grain elevator capable of handling 1 mil- 
lion tons of grain per season; and a publicly controlled belt-line rail- 
road connecting the terminals with all railroads entering the capital 
district. b ; 

The foregoing requirements have been complied with by the Albany 
Port District Commission, to wit: . ; 

(1) All spoil areas required for dredged materials were furnished ; 
(2) Chapter 192, Laws of New York 1925 created Albany Port 
District and provided for appointment of the Albany Port District 
commission ; 

(3) Existing facilities provided by the Albany Port District com- 
mission are 114 miles of waterfront property (200 acres on nee 
side of harbor); 5,400-foot completed dock wall; 5,300-foot len 

r 


apron with shipside trackage; 25,200 square feet of covered lum 
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storage; 400,000 square feet fireproof sprinklered storage ; 13,500,000 
bushels storage capacity grain elevator; 30 acres open lumber stor- 
age ; 22 miles standard gage railroad (motive power, one 110-ton diesel 
locomotive, one 65-ton diesel electric locomotive) ; 80 acres industrial 
sites; complete water, fire, and sewer systems; paved roadways, office 
buildings, and miscellaneous structures and facilities. 

My remarks up to this point have been intended to bring to the 
attention of the committee that the Hudson River since its discovery 
in 1609 has almost continuously been a waterway for worldwide 
commerce. 

I have mentioned the prior improvements to point out recognition 
by the Federal Government of the contribution the Hudson River 
made toward national welfare. In each instance, added commerce 
moving over the waterway following the removal of each impediment 
to navigation emphasized the wisdom of the Congress and the thor- 
oughness of the investigations and reports of the Army engineers. 

We feel the committee will appreciate the port commission kept 
faith with the Federal Government with respect to the 27-foot proj- 
ect, and we pledge continued cooperation. 

Albany was reestablished as a deep-water port in 1932. For about 
10 years thereafter the 27-foot channel was adequate for about 90 per- 
cent of the freighters. ‘Today it is not so. One can say without 
contradiction that insofar as ships are concerned, “The old order 
changeth.” Ships today are deeper and beamier, at least the ones 
which come to the port of Albany are, which is the reason we come 
before you today in the interest of a 32-foot channel, 400 to 600 feet 
wide. 

After the port was reopened in 1932 the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, on complaint of the Albany Port District Commission seek- 
ing adjustment of export, import, coastwise and intercoastal freight 
rates to afford the port the benefits of its natural geographical loca- 
tion, prescribed a rail rate adjustment relating the port to other North 
Atlantic ports. Under this adjustment rail transportation rates were 
established from Albany to a large and important interior area lower 
than from any of the other North Atlantic ports. This area embraces 
large parts of the States of New York, Vermont, Michigan, Connecti- 
cut, Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania. The area is highly indus- 
trialized and contains a population of over 10 million. 

In 1945, in answer to the Port Commission’s request, the District 
Engineer, War Department, held a hearing at Albany, N. Y., to con- 
sider the feasibility of deepening the channel to 32 feet at mean low 
water. Our petition was predicated on the statements of steamship 
companies, agents, industries and tenants at the port of Albany, im- 
porters, mill operators, in fact, all who use the Hudson River and 
— of Albany for the transportation of deep-water traffic. The 
ongshoremen took up with us the man-hours of work denied them 
because ships could not bring in full cargoes and outbound ships had 
to sail with lesser tonnages than were available and would have been 
loaded had the channel been deeper. Not only are the steamship com- 
panies deprived of the greater income which a full cargo would pro- 
duce, but it must pay the extra costs of pilotage, tug hire, lightening 
and/or topping-e cargo in other ports, and the element of time lost. 
Such a condition is most harmful to the port of Albany. 
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Let us consider the case of a ship loading grain at the port of 
Albany. Due to the restricted channel, the ship sails from Albany 
with from 2,000 to 4,000 tons light. When I tell you that we have at the 
port of Albany the world’s largest single-unit grain elevator, with a 
storage capacity of 13,500,000 bushels, there is no evidence that the 
ship sailed light due to lack of grain. The elevator was built with 
port district ‘funds and has been under lease to ( ‘argill, Inc., since 
1932 

Three large molasses companies conduct business at the port of 
Albany—Pacific Molasses Co., National Molasses Co. and Industrial 
Molasses Co. The companies have a combined storage for 11 million 

Instead of their ships coming direct to Albany they must 
lighte r from 1 to 2 million gallons. In 1953 some 211,000 tons of 
nolasses were discharged from ocean tankers at the port of Albany. 

W oodpulp importers and paper manufacturers are keenly interested 
in a deeper channel. Ships cannot load full cargoes for the port of 
Albany. And we are informed that due to the loading plan of some 
ships even part cargoes cannot be brought to Albany as the ship or 
oe would have to make Albany its first port of call and the restricted 

hannel will not permit navigation to our port. Albany, with 100,788 
tons for 1953, was the second-rat nking port for importation of Seandi- 
navian woodpulp. Our advantage is our location to paper mills. Our 
disadvantage is the 27-foot channel. 

Two steamship companies—Quaker Line and Pope & Talbot—are 
in the intercoastal trade between the port of Albany and the west coast 
ports. Lumber and general cargoes are the prince ipal tonnages. Both 
of these eee lines call at other Atlantic Coast ports and they 
have tol 1 us on many Occasions that the loading of eastbound ships 
gives them many p sroblems, as they at all times must stow cargoes that 
their ships will be able to navigate the 27-foot channel to the port of 
Albany 

In addition to the Port Commission’s terminals, many terminals 
have been built by private interests at the port. We particularly point 
out the facilities provided a2 the transfer of petroleum products 
from deep-draft vessels to tanks of the respective companies. Many 
hundreds of acres of lands were purch: ised and deve loped by the oil 
companies who were attracted to the port of Albany because of its nat- 
ural advantage as a distribution point. The 27-foot channel made it 
possible for them to realize the natural advantages. We know the 
27-foot channel incurs delays and extra costs for fuel oil for port of 
Albany discharges from deep-draft tankers. 

The Albany Port District Commission urges the deepening and 
widening of the Hudson River as recommended by the Chief of Engi- 
neers in order that this port may continue to develop and serve the 
purposes for which it was reestablished. 

An important and undeniable fact is that the present 27-foot chan- 
nel depth in the Hudson River is not sufficient for efficient operation 
of modern vessels in serving this port, and unless the channel is deep- 
ened an important segment of the public will be deprived of the eco- 
nomical services of this port and the advantages of low-cost transpor- 
tation in view of its favorable location. 

The serious danger is that unless such recommended improvement is 
made, there will be a decline in the traffic to and from this port which 
would jeopardize the large investments which have been made by the 
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Albany Port District Commission and others in facilities at the port 
and bring about conditions of extensive unemployment. 

The proposed improvement would be a direct benefit to the com- 
merce of the country and is necessary to permit the expansion and 
growth of the port of Albany. 

I respectfully submit, therefore, that the recommended deepening 
and widening of the Hudson River from New York City to Albany, 
N. Y., should be approved. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are many interested parties such as the 
grain companies and molasses companies that I made reference to. 
They would like, if you please, to file a memorandum or a letter or some 
form of document. I did not bring it here today, but if you would al- 
low it, please, | would like to bring word back to them that they can 
do so. 

Mr. AnceLt. Without objection, they may be permitted to file briefs, 
memorandums or letters with reference to the project, if they care to 
do so and they will be inserted in the record. 

Mr. Powers. Will the re be a particular time limit, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Ancet.. Within the next week to 10 days. 

Mr. Powers. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancreti. That may be incorporated in the record. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to ask one question. These deepwater 
boats have come up in the conversation here. If this channel is 
deepened to 32 feet or 33 feet will those boats be able to use the facili- 
ties of Hudson and Poughkeepsie through the use of this channel ? 

Mr. Powers. I am not so sure. Colonel Milne might answer that 
question more easily than I would. You have the lumber terminal at 
Poughkeepsie and some molasses and oil at Newburgh. The extent of 
their docks I am not familiar with. It may be in that investigation 
that you have, Colonel Milne. 

Colonel Mitne. I do not think I heard your question. 

Mr. Brecker. The question is this: All of the talk here revolved 
around deepening the channel up to Albany for the purpose of ship- 
ping to Albany. What about Poughkeepsie and Hudson? There are 
extremely large plants there. 

Colonel Mine. . confined my discussion primarily to the benefits 
that would accrue at Albany. What you say is true. There are other 
ports on this reac h of the Hudson River, particularly Poughkeepsie, 
Peekskill, Newburgh, and others that would be getting benefits as a 
result of this improved channel to 32 feet. 

Mr. Becker. How about Hudson ¢ 

Colonel Mine. I think Hudson is involved but am not positive. 

Mr. Becker. There are large plants there. 

Mr. Powers. They have cement mills. 

Mr. Brecker. Yes. 

Mr. Powers. I do not think there is any deepwater shipping out of 
Hudson. 

Mr. Becker. No? 

Mr. Powers. Not that I know of. The only usage of docks at 
Hudson was made, as you perhaps know, by the packet business of 
the night and day lines that used to stop there. 

Mr. Becker. That is too far off the channel ;isit not? 

Mr. Powers. No. To the contrary, the channel does head in at 
Hudson. You have a break at Four Mile Point just 4 miles above 
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Hudson and the deepwater channel is right to the easterly side of that 
Four Mile Point, but there has never been any loading of any deep- 
water commerce at Hudson. 

Mr. Becxer. But Poughkeepsie and the other ports will be provided 
for? 

Mr. Powers. Well, they have lumber there. 

Colonel Miine. I might say in arriving at the total economics of the 
improvement we did consider in addition to Albany the ports of Peek- 
skill, Newburgh, and Poughkeepsie. Those three ports would derive 
substantial benefits from the improvement. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the reason for such a heavy increased annual 
maintenance of $182,400 ? 

Colonel Mitne. The deepening of the channel to the 32 feet in soft 
material covers some 30 miles of actual channel length. That isa good 
sized stretch of river and we feel that the 32-foot channel would tend 
to shoal up. So we have estimated $183,000 as an annual maintenance 
cost to maintain that channel at the depth of 32 feet. 

Mr. Ancet. Is it deepened enough now to justify having an expense 
of that proportion over the area ? 

Colonel Mitne. That maintenance cost is included in our annual 
charge estimate from which we derive our benefit-cost ratio. And 
with that rather sizable maintenance cost the benefit-cost ratio is still 
extremely high. 

Mr. Ance... What is the existing maintenance now ? 

Colonel Mine. $285,000. 

Mr. AnceLy. That would be actually about $500,000 annual main- 
tenance then ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoeti. Are there any further questions from members of the 
committee ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancext. If not, is Mr. Dean Taylor in the room ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Greene, do you wish to be heard further on this 
project ¢ . 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS T. GREENE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE—Resumed 


Mr. Greene. The Merchant Marine Institute would like to endorse 
wholeheartedly the deepening of the Hudson River channel, as testified 
to by Colonel Milne, and I would like to request permission of the 
chairman to submit a statement in support thereof, as well as in sup- 
port of the Weymouth Fore River project, which was discussed earlier 
today. 

Mr. ANncetL. Without objection, the document may be received in 
the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE IN SUPPORT OF THE 
Hupson River, N. Y., PRoJEctT. 


The existing project for Hudson River, N. Y., provides for a channel 27 feet 
Aeep at mean low water with varying widths to the Albany-Greenbush Bridge at 
Albany, N. Y. 
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At a public hearing held on October 31, 1945, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute requested a channel from New York City to Albany, 35 feet deep with 
a minimum width of 400 feet between Kingston and Albany, a minimum width of 
600 feet below Kingston in Haverstraw Bay and opposite Ossining and widening 
at bends. As an alternate the AMMI requested that a minimum depth of 32 feet 
be considered and that a width of 550 feet be provided for night navigation in the 
reach from Kingston to Albany wherever feasible, if this width can be justified 
economically. Subsequently in letter dated February 10, 1947, the AMMI re- 
quested that the proposed improvement include dredging of two anchorages 
which would serve as emergency anchorages should fog make navigation 
hazardous. 

In justification for the desired improvements the AMMTI stated that practically 
all of the available ships were larger than corresponding classes built before 
World War II and that 90 percent of the new vessels could not be navigated fully 
loaded to Albany. The type of vessels now in use are even larger than those 
considered at the public hearing in 1945. (See table attached to this brief.) It 
was stated that the proposed deepening was justified by the general benefits 
which would accrue to a wide diversity of interests using the port of Albany. 

The district engineer’s studies indicated a benefit-cost ratio of 1.8 for the 
deepening of the project to 32 feet and a ratio of 1.2 for deepening to 35 feet. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., while desirous of the 35-foot 
project in order to efficiently accommodate the petroleum vessels larger than the 
T-2 type, fully endorses the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers for 
modification of the existing 27-foot project in the Hudson River, N. Y., to provide 
for a channel 600 feet wide from New York City to Kingston and thence 400 feet 
wide to Albany, and a turning basin at Albany and anchorages near Hudson and 
near Stuyvesant, all with depths of 32 feet in soft material and 34 feet in rock. 


Table showing dimensions of typical oil tankers indicating trends in construction 


| 

} Meansum-! , Dead- 

| Speed Ox 
Breadth mer salt — weight 


knots 


water draft tonnage 


1906 W. S. Porter 

1908 Teras 

1914 John D. Archibal 

1916 | Charles Pratt 

1918 USSB tankers 

1941 r'-2 tankers (T2-SE-A1 
1943 it/antic Sun 

1948 | Esso Zurich 

1950 i//antic Seaman 

1953 | Tina Onassi? 


Mr. AnGeLL. Without objection, we will grant permission to include 
a statement in the record at this point. 
(The statement of Mr. MacMillan is as follow 


GARGILL, INC. 
Vinneapolis 15, Minn., March 4, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee, 
New House Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Drar Mr. ANGELL: We are informed that at the hearing before your sub- 
committee held on Wednesday, February 24, covering the authorization of House 
Document No. 228, 83d Congress, Ist session, it was agreed that interested 
parties might submit written statements to you within 10 days from the date of 
that meeting. We are writing to endorse the recommendation of the report by 
the Chief of Engineers dated January 23, 1953, that the existing project for 
Hudson River, N. Y., be modified to provide for deepening of the 27-foot channel 
to Albany to 32 feet soft materials and 34 feet in rock at mean low water, with 
a width of 600 feet from New York City to Kingston; thence a width of 400 feet 
to Albany. 

At the time this matter was considered in 1945 the undersigned appeared for 
this company and testified vigorously in support of the channel improvements. 
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Everything which has occurred since then has merely strengthened our views as 
to the dire necessity in the national interest for this improvement. 

Our own experience has been that we have been unable to load but a very few 
vessels to full draft at Albany. This has meant that the topping off of the boats 
had to be done in New York, an extremely expensive procedure. It is so expen- 
sive, in fact, that current vessels are discriminating against Albany as a loading 
point to the extent of at least 50 cents a ton as compared with other North 
Atlantic points 

In our opinion the improvement of the St. Lawrence River merely emphasizes 
the need for the deeping of the Hudson. This wonderful seaway—the proposed 
St. Lawrence—will not be operative during 5 months of the year. During these 
months it is necessary to carry a stock of grain at North Atlantic seaboard in 
order to supply European customers. Albany is the perfect location for this 
storage, both because of the large storage capacity and because of the access 
made possible by the Erie Canal 

Experience of this last year has also shown that Albany is in fact an all-year 
port. We have had cold weather which normally would have closed the Hudson 
tightly; yet with moderate help from ice breakers, plus the large volume of 
traffic, the river has been kept open at all times. 

The deepening of the river would greatly facilitate navigation during those 
months when ice is a hazard, besides making it easier to keep the channel open 
at all times. 

We cannot too vigorously stress our wholehearted approval of this project. 

Very truly yours, 
Joun H. MACMILLAN, JR. 


Mr. Anoetu. If there are no further witnesses on this project, this 
being the last project, the subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Thursday, February 25, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1954 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in room 
1302 New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee will come to order. 


SAVANNAH Harpor, Ga. 


Mr. Ancetu. The first project before the commiftee this morning 
is Savannah Harbor, Ga., House Document 110, 83d Congress. 

We have our colleague, Congressman Prince H. Preston, present. 
We know he is very much interested in this project. 

Congressman, if it is agreeable to you we will have the report of 
the Corps of Engineers first, and then we will be glad to hear you. 


Mr. Preston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is perfectly agreeable. 
Mr. Anceti. Colonel Milne, may we have your report on this project 
at this time? 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Savannah Harbor, 
Ga., is contained in House Document 110 of the 83d Congress, first 
session, as authorized by a resolution of the House Committee on Pub- 
lic Works of April 25, 1951. 

Savannah Harbor constitutes the lower 21 miles of the Savannah 
River in the State of Georgia. It is one of the large southern har- 
bors. 

Savannah is predominantly a town devoted to manufacturing. 

The existing Federal project at Savannah provides for a channel 36 
feet deep and 500 feet wide across the ocean bar, and extending some 
9.7 miles, where the channel then tapers down to 34 feet in depth and 
400 feet wide, extending 17 miles up the river to the vicinity of the 
Mexican Petroleum Corp. From that point the channel goes to a 
depth of 30 feet and becomes 300 feet wide for six-tenths of a mile to 
the vicinity of Kings Island. 

Above Kings Island the channel is 30 feet in depth and 200 feet 
wide for a little over 2 miles, to the vicinity of the Savannah Sugar 
Refining Corp.; and then a channel 30 feet in depth and 200 feet wide 


425 





426 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


for 1% miles to about 1,500 feet below the Atlantic Coastal Highway 
Bridge. 

Over that improved project in the year 1952 about 314 million tons 
of commerce was transported. The bulk of the commerce was petro- 
leum, sugar products, and building materials; 42 percent of the com- 
merce moved above the Seaboard Railroad bridge. 

The area we have for discussion this morning is confined to the 
channel above the Mexican Petroleum Corp.; in other words, the 
channel that is 30 feet in depth by 300 feet in width. 

Local interests have indicated they are having considerable diffi- 
culty in that portion of the channel. It would be of interest to this 
committee to note that in the last year there has been completed on 
the 30-foot section of the channel by the Georgia Ports Authority a 
very large and modern terminal. That terminal cost in excess of $ 
million and I understand it has a property value of over $15 an, 
It was put into operation in 1951, but all of the facilities were not 
complete, I believe, until the summer of 1953. 

T : operation of that terminal has very materially changed the 
characteristics of the vessels that have heretofore utilized that sec- 
tion of the waterway. 

The 300-foot wide by 30-foot deep channel has proven to be too 
shallow for th® modern cargo carriers and the modern oil tankers. 
As a result the navigation interests are experiencing delay due to 
lack of depth. There is also a condition in the vicinity of Kings Is- 
land of rather seriously high velocities at ebb tide that cause a great 
deal of difficulty to aavigation interests. 

Because of these factors local interests have requested that con- 
sideration be given to modifying the project and they have recom- 
mended that a project 34 feet in depth be provided with a turning 
basin of a similar depth 700 feet wide and 1,000 feet long. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated this area very thoroughly 
and has come to the conclusion that the requirements of the using 
traffic do warrant a modified project. He recommends that the proj- 
ect be modified to provide a channel of 34 feet in depth and 400 feet 
wide for 1.6 miles above the Mexican Petroleum Corp.; and, further- 

more, that a turning basin of 34 feet in depth and 600 feet by 700 
feet be provided adjacent to the upper end of the recommended im- 
provement. 

Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of Georgia 
and they have indicated their concurrence. They have likewise been 
furnished to the Bureau of the Budget, who indicated they had no 
objection to transmitting this project to the Congress. 

Based on the project document the cost was estimated to be $414,900 
Federal and no non-Federal costs. 

Those costs, when revised to the fall of 1953 show no change, so 
that the estimated cost as of the fall of 1953 is $414,900. 

The annual charges are $14,700. There is no increased mainte- 
nance cost due to improving the channel in this particular area. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is furnishing, free of cost to the United 
States and prior to the initiation of any construction work, all lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil disposal-areas for initial 
work for this improvement, and for subsequent maintenance of the 
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entire project; and further to hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to construction and maintenance of the project. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
terms of local cooperation. The area we are considering is the mile 
and six-tenths above the Mexican Petroleum Corp., where the exist- 
ing channel is 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide. Modern cargo carriers 
and modern tankers draw approximately 30 feet. That means that 
with the existing channel depths they must wait for favorable tide be- 
fore they can go to the Georgia Ports Authority terminal. 

I might add, in addition to the operation of the terminal, the 
Georgia Ports Authority, has leased to an oil company a very sizable 
tract that is being utilized as a tank farm for the supply of petro- 
leum products to the United States Air Forces. These products are 
distributed throughout the State of Georgia, parts of South Carolina 
and parts of Florida. 

Delays to the tankers under present conditions are estimated at 
about 314 hours for each vessel trip, and a slightly lesser delay for 
the cargo carriers. 

In addition to the delays occasioned by the lack of adequate depth 
in the existing project, both tankers and cargo carriers after they un- 
load must go upstream to the turning basin in the vicinity of the sugar 
company to turn around. That involves an extra round-trip travel 
of something in the order of 2 miles. Consequently, the provision of 
a turning basin in the vicinity of the Georgia Ports Authority would 
eliminate that present 2 miles of travel. 

The benefits due to the elimination of this excess travel, plus the 
ability to traverse the waterway without dependence on tide, we be- 
lieve amply justify this improvement. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Colonel 
Milne? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, I noted yesterday and today you speak of 
channels of 400 feet in width. Why is a width of 400 feet necessary ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The width of a channel is difficult to determine. 
We have come to the conclusion that with the modern vessels you need 
about 180 percent of the beam fora single lane. Soif you hada 
vessel with a 70-foot beam—and that is certainly a very conservative 
figure—you would need to have for a single lane 180 percent of the 
70 feet or, let us say, something in the neighborhood of 120 feet. 
Then you would need an additional lane of that same width on the 
other side which would make the total 240 feet. Then you need a 
similar lane between the two carriers of another 120 feet, which makes 
it approximately 360 feet total. 

In addition to that you need a certain amount of depth on each edge 
of the lane to avoid suction so that 400 feet for two-way traffic for mod 
ern T-2 tankers, and cargo carriers is about the minimum you could 
have and still keep safety requirements. 

Mr. Mack. Does deepening a channel tend to decrease the tendency 
of the channel walls to erode and fill in, or not, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. Not necessarily. It would depend entirely on the 
type of material. In this particular area the material is of such nafure 
that we feel the sides will stand with minimum slope. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. What is the depth of this 400-foot waterway ? 
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Colonel Mitne. The present depth is 30 feet, and we are recommend- 
ing it be deepened to 34 feet. 

I might add, Mr. Auchincloss, that the 34-foot channel presently 
available extends up the Savannah River to the Mexican Petroleum 
Corp. about 17 miles. 

Mr. Anoexi. Colonel, why are there no increased maintenance 
charges? 

Colonel Mitne. Experience in this particular reach of the river has 
shown that there has been very little maintenance required in the 
30-foot section. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the present maintenance on the present 
channel ? 

Colonel Mitne. The approved project estimate of maintenance 
for the project over the entire 30 miles of channel is about $1,500,000 
a year; but 80 percent of all that maintenance money is required in 
the reach from the south channel to Cook’s Island. This is the area 
causing us the greatest difficulty. 

Mr. Anceiti. What causes the difficulty there ? 

Colonel Mirrne. We have studied that problem for several years, 
Mr. Chairman, in trying to develop a solution to a rather high main- 
tenance charge at Savannah Harbor. We feel it is due to two things: 

(1) Where the salt water wedge coming upstream contacts the fresh 
water there is a tendency for the material carried in solution to de- 
posit on the river bed. 

(2) Secondly, you will note at this point the Savannah River breaks 
into two channels, the south channel and the north channel. The re- 
sult, of course, is that there is not a confined flow. Consequently you 
have reduced velocities of flow and a lessening scouring effect. 

We think those are the two principal causes of heavy shoaling. We 
are studying the area now with models in an attempt to find some solu- 
tion that would eliminate the present rather high maintenance charges. 
We have not yet come up with a final answer. 

Mr. AnGetx. Does this ‘project include the deepening of that por- 
tion of the river where you have the high maintenance ? 

Colonel Mirne. No, sir. The part on which heavy maintenance 
is being experienced is already down to 34 feet. 

Mr. Anceti. Are those two channels equally navigable, Colonel ? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. The navigable channel is in the north chan- 
nel. Wedo not maintain the south channel. 

Mr. Anceixt. What is the depth of the south channel ? 

Colonel Miine. That I do not know, sir. 

Mr. AnGetx. It is not used ? 

Colonel Minne. It is not used by navigation. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Mack. What is the tonnage handled on the Savannah River? 

Colonel Miine. 314 million tons. I might also add, in the esti- 
mate on this particular project and we were considering only the 
mile and six-tenths above the Mexican Petroleum Corp.—we figured 
bow 3 350,000 tons would be generated at the ¢ reorgia Ports Authority 
over the life of the project. The Georgia Ports Authority has not yet 
had b complete year of operation with all of their facilities. Within 
the relatively short time they have been operating they have already 
exceeded the estimate we made. 
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Mr. Ancetx. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.y. If not, we thank you, Colonel Milne, for your state- 
ment, 

We have with us Congressman Preston of Georgia, who is very 
much interested in this project. 

Congressman, the committee is very glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Preston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

[ would like to present three witnesses who will testify briefly, 
realizing that the committee has two other projects to hear this morn- 
ing before 12 o'clock. 

Mr. Anceiu. We will be very glad to hear them, Congressman. 

Mr. Preston. First, I would like to call to the committee’s at- 
tention a brochure-type report which we have had prepared for 
the use of the committee members. We are going to call on Mr. 
D. Leon Williams, who is a director of the Georgia State Ports Au- 
thority, simply to highlight the contents of this report. 

At this time I call Mr. Williams. 

Mr. AnGeti. Mr. Williams, the committee will be glad to hear 
you. Will you come forward to the witness desk, and you may be 
seated if you would care to. 


STATEMENT OF D. LEON WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, GEORGIA PORTS 
AUTHORITY 


Mr. WittiaMs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I will just highlight the report you 
have in front of you. 

Mr. Ance.tu. That will be agreeable to the committee, Mr. Wil- 
liams. 

Mr. Wua1aMs It supplements information contained in House 
Document No. 110. 

The purpose of the report, as given on page 2, has been covered by 
Colonel Milne. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of this report is to request Congress to authorize the con- 
struction of a 34 by 400 foot channel from the Mexican Petroleum Corp. up- 
stream for a distance of 1.6 miles and to widen this channel at its upper end to 
600 feet to provide a turning basin opposite the new State terminals. This 
channel is currently 30 feet deep and 200 feet wide. 

Recommendations to the House of Representatives for this extension were 
made by letter of the Secretary of the Army (House Document No. 110) con- 
taining the recommendations of approval by the Chief of Engineers. The cost 
of the project is estimated at $414,900. 

H. R. 4827 is a bill introduced in Congress by Congressman Prince Preston, 
First District of Georgia, requesting authorization of certain works of improve- 
ment for navigation at the Savannah Harbor in accordance with plans and rec 
ommendations contained in House Document No. 110. 

The deeper channel and turning basin are even more urgently needed today 
than when the project was initiated by the Georgia Ports Authority and local 
Savannah interests through the Savannah District Authority in 1951. 





430 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


THE PORT OF SAVANNAH AND THE GEORGIA PORTS AUTHORITY PUBLIC TERMINALS 
(SAVANNAH STATE DOCKS) 


Savannah is the second largest city in the State of Georgia with a metro- 
politan population of 157,000 persons. The city is primarily dependent on its 
port and industry for economic existence. 

Savannah is the leading South Atlantic port and gateway to the Southeast, 
and is the largest general cargo port between Norfolk and Miami on rhe South 
Atlantic seaboard 

Construction of the Georgia Ports Authority’s public terminal (Savannah 
State docks) was started in the late spring of 1951. The T-head pier for tankers 
was completed in July 1951. In the construction of the general cargo docks 
enumerable difficulties were encountered due to scarce materials. The ocean 
terminal facilities were completed and formally accepted by the Georgia Ports 
Authority on June 25, 1953; however, some shipping activities had been carried 
on during the construction period 


Mr. Wit11ams. Our general cargo docks were not completed until 
July 1, 1953. 

On page 4 is a description of the docks. They are modern in every 
respect. In addition to the modern dock facilities which comprise 
five ocean terminals, we operate our own railroad system on the Sa- 
vannah State docks. We operate two diesel locomotives which are 
classified as class B common carrier by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 


DESCRIPTION OF THE GEORGIA PORTS AUTHORITY PUBLIC TERMINALS 
(SAVANNAH STATE DOCKS) 


The wharf is of a marginal type—2,047 feet in width backed up by 2 transit 
sheds of 74,000 square feet each and 1 transit shed of 59,009 square feet 
* * * parallel railroad tracks serve the rear of the transit sheds for plat- 
form loading * * * ample facilities for truck platform loading are at each end of 
the transit sheds * * * there is 1 open berth * * * 1 T-head pier built for han- 
dling tankers * * * the Savannah State docks operate 5 ocean terminal berths 
° additional highways have been added * * a new 250,000 gallon water 
tank has been installed * 6 new miles of railroad track have been laid, mak- 
ing a total of 14 miles of railroad track within the State property. 

The Savannah State docks operates its own railroad switching with two new 
diesel electric locomotives. This railroad has been certified as a class B common 
carrier by ICC 


Mr. Witutams. On the next page you see a picture of the State docks 
and a portion of the warehouse and a portion of the open area property 
or industrial site. This picture was taken on January 1 of this year. 
Auxiliary facilities have been added. 


AUXILIARY FACILITIES 


Auxiliary facilities to stimulate waterborne commerce have been added which 
include a high density cotton compress; a new modern fumigating plant; new 
railroad and truck scale; sufficient modern material handling equipment is in 
use; two new gantry cranes of 35-ton capacity each will be completed and in- 
stalled in April 1954—working together these two cranes have a maximum lift 
of 70 tons 

With modern ocean terminal docks and transit sheds and auxiliary facilities 
the Savannah State docks—bherth for berth—are equal to any oceaan terminal in 
the United States 


Mr. Wiu1ams. The cost of construction of the terminal itself is 
$5,550,000. The estimated value of all the properties of the Savannah 
State docks is $15 million. The estimated investment in private indus- 
try located on the property is approximately $5 million. 

On page 8 the volume of business in tons is shown. As Colonel Milne 
explained to you, our operation is staggered. Our T-head pier was 
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completed first and the tankers started at irregular intervals for the 
first 6 months. There was some shipping activity during the con- 
struction of the general cargo docks, but they were not officially opened 
or turned over to us until July of this year. Therefore, we do not 
have a complete 12-month period completed to place before you, but 
during the time of operation we have handled 193 ships for a total 
tonnage of 730,000 tons. 


INDUSTRIES AND SERVICES NOW LOCATED ON GEORGIA PORTS AUTHORITY PROPERTIES 


i The Union Bag and Paper Corp. lease and operate warehouses of approximately 
560,000 square feet. 

The United States Air Force leases 630,000 square feet of warehouse space and 
utilize an additional 400,000 square feet of warehouse space on a contract basis. 

The Georgia Ports Authority operates a commercial warehouse comprising 
approximately 400,000 square feet. 

The Southland Oil Corp. leases 15 acres of land upon which they operate a large 
petroleum tank farm. Most of these tanks are leased to the Air Force and the 
remaining tanks are leased to the Navy. 

Also, located on the property is the Tetley Tea Co. who receive, package, and 
blend all the tea that they distribute in the Southeast. 

Several other smaller industries are located on the property. 


RAIL AND TRUCK SERVICES TO THE SAVANNAH STATE DOCKS 


The Savannah State Docks are served by all railroads serving the city of 
Savannah, namely: The Atlantic Coast Line Railroad, the Central of Georgia 
Railroad, the Savannah & Atlanta Railroad, the Seaboard Air Line Railroad; and 
the Southern Railway System. 

The property is located on U. 8S. Highway 17 and within a mile of the junction 
of U. 8S. Highway 17 and U. 8. 80, affording every inducement to motor carriers. 

During the last 6 months of 1953 the Savannah State Docks Railroad handled 
14,356 railroad cars, most of which comprised cargo to and from the terminal. 
3,189 trucks handled freight to and from the ocean terminals during this same 
period. 

FUTURE TONNAGES 


The New York Port of Embarkation (Army Transport) is now operating an 
out-port at the Savannah State Docks, since December 1, 1953. During December 
1953 and January 1954 approximately 16,000 tons of material and equipment were 
exported by Army transportation and estimated tonnages for the future are 
approximately 7,000 tons monthly. 

The Southland Oil Corp. expects to handle 35 T-3 tankers during the next fiscal 
year, 1954-55. This anticipation is based on the increased consumption of fuel 
to be used at Hunter Air Force Base located at Savannah which is being converted 
to jet bombers. 


Most of that is jet fuel for B-46’s. 


The Southland Oil Corp. has recently erected and leased to the Navy fuel 
tanks, but anticipated tonnages for the Navy are not available at this time. 

Anticipated tonnages of regular commerce should increase by 100 percent over 
the last 6 months of 1953, during which time approximately 100,000 tons of this 
type of cargo were handled—exports and imports. 


GENERAL 


Sixty-seven steamship companies, are represented by 7 steamship agencies at 
the port; 5 railroad companies and 26 common and contract motor carriers and 
8 airlines serve the city. In addition to the Georgia Ports Authority’s State 
terminal, there are three deep-water terminals owned and operated by the rail- 
roads. Savannah has a diversified industrial structure of 300 industries varying 
from those employing a few people to the largest, Union Bag & Paper Corp., 
employing 5,000 persons. 

Seven oil companies operate receiving terminals for petroleum products at 
Savannah, one of which is a refinery. Principal waterfront industries include 
Union Bag & Paper Corp., Maxican Petroleum Corp., Savannah Sugar Refining 
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Corp., Savannah Machine & Foundry Co., National Gypsum Co., Certain-teed 
Products Corp., Southern Paperboard Corp., and Atlantic Creosoting Co. Ameri- 
can Cyanamid Co. has under construction a $15 million chemical plant on the 
Savannah River just east of the city. 

Total waterborne commerce at Savannah has increased steadily since World 
War II. In 1946 total waterborne commerce, as reported by the United States 
Corps of Engineers was 2,615,033 tons In 1952 (latest available figures) 
3,571,869 tons were reported by the Corps of Engineers. It is estimated that 1953 

mnages will approximate 3° million tons, with the expectation for 1954 being 
i million tons, which will be an all-time high for the port. The harbor master’s 
report for 1953 indicated 1,578 entries, which is an all-time high for the port of 
Savannah 

Principal exports include machinery, manufactured products, naval stores, 
lumber, paper and agricultural products. Principal imports include raw sugar, 
nitrates, petroleum products, and gypsum rock. 

Customs receipts for the 5-year period 1948-52 totaled $19,117,398. Cost of 
new work and maintenance in Savannah Harbor during that period, performed by 
the Corps of Engineers at the expense of the Federal Government was $7,511,423. 
It is interesting to note that Savannah has returned to the Federal Government 
through customs receipts, nearly three times as much as the Government has 
spent on improvements and maintenance during the same period. 


DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED IN HANDLING SHIPS AT THE SAVANNAH STATE DOCKS 


The extension of the 34-foot channel for a distance of 1.6 miles upstream and 
the construction of a turning basin opposite the State port docks not less than 
600 feet in width is of paramount importance to the Port of Savannah. The 
operation of the Georgia State docks has developed a marked increase in traffic 
through the flow of United States Army shipments to strategic defense areas 
in various parts of the world as well as cargoes of considerable volume to and 
from various ports of the world. United States naval tankers bring in large 
quantities of fuel to the State port docks for the use of United States Army 
bombers and other types of planes for national defense. The safe and prompt 
despatch to large deep-draft vessels carrying United States Government mate- 
rials and other cargoes moving in and out of this section of the harbor require 
increased channel depths and widths to provide safe navigation. 

When large vessels approach the State port docks they must be swung head- 
to-sea well below these docks and moved upstream stern first and in like man- 
ner such vessels which are moored head upstream on arrival must be carried 
stern first downstream for swinging—which in both instances creates hazards 
to shipping. 

Prevailing channel dimensions in this section of the harbor are a source of 
great concern to all maritime interests; consequently prompt measures for cor- 
rection of these conditions are of paramount importance to the port. 

The recommendations contained in House Document 110 will materially im- 
prove this situation. 

SUMMARY 


Tonnages now handled at the Georgia Ports Authority terminals (Savannah 
State docks) exceed the tonnages anticipated as outlined in House Document 
110. 

Further increased tonnages are anticipated during the current calendar year, 
based upon advanced bookings for the next 3 months. 

It is further anticipated that new industry will be located on industrial sites 
at shipside owned by the Georgia Ports Authority, which will further increase 
waterborne commerce over these facilities. 

These modern terminal facilities have proven a great timesaver to the ship- 
owners and stevedores in discharging and loading cargoes. 

The present need for a wider-deeper channel and turning basin is more evident 
now than when original report was made. Critical cargoes, now handled at 
the State docks in T-2’s, C—2’s, and Mariners, require more space and depth 
for safe and efficient handling. 

The considered improvements will be in form of savings in operating cost by 
eliminating delays to vessels. These delays are caused by channel depths which 
are inadequate for deeply loaded vessels, and by the distance from the State 
docks to an existing turning basin. 
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Mr. WituiaMs. Thank you. 

Mr. Aneett. Thank you, Mr. Williams. 

Are the petroleum products incoming or outgoing cargo, Mr. 
Williams? 

Mr. Wixtuiams. Incoming. I understand when the Navy begins 
fully to utilize their tanks the *y will bring it in and store it there, ‘and 
use it as needed for the naval ships. 

Mr. AnceLt. What does the general cargo consist of largely ? 

Mr. Wituiams. Largely lumber, cotton, cotton wastes, naval stores, 
and machinery. 

Mr. Ance.i. Those are outgoing mostly, I presume. 

Mr. WituiaMs. That is right. Incoming is fertilizer and general 
commodities of all kinds. But they are well diversified commodities 
flowing from the Midwest as well as the Southeast. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any questions of Mr. Williams on my right ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. Any questions on my left? 

Mr. Mack. How far to the north of Savannah is the Port of 
Norfolk? 

Mr. Witu1ams. About 500 miles. 

Mr. Mack. How far tothe south is the Port of Miami? 

Mr. Wiiu1ams. About 700 miles. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, the Savannah River does serve a tre- 
mendous hinterland behind the city of Savannah that is not served by 
any other port ? 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. In this area being rapidly industrialized ¢ 

Mr. Witu1AMs. Very rapidly. 

Mr. Mack. I know some of the pulp and paper corporations on the 
Pacific coast are now establishing addition: i plants in the South, and 
they tell me there is great industr ial expansion there. 

Mr. WittaMs. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. One other question. On page 13 of your report you 
mention a turning basin of 600 feet. I was not present at the early 
part of Colonel Milne’s statement. Does this project provide for that 
600-foot width in the turning basin ? 

Mr. Wixi1AMs. It does provide for the 600 feet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions of Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Scupper. I was not here at the start of the explanation of the 
project, but I would like to ask [referring to the color map| is that 
portion that shows in light green the project under consideration ? 

Colonel Minune. That is correct, Mr. Scudder. On the small-scale 
map it is this portion, and on the enlarged map it is this portion. 

Mr. Mack. Where is the turning basin ? 

Colonel Miine. It is just above the Georgia Ports Authority. 

Mr. Scupper. The white spot. 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aneeiti. What are those buildings to the right there? 

Colonel Mitnr. This is the Georgia Ports Authority terminal. 

Mr Wix1ams. It is a better picture than this picture here which 
is an actual photograph of it. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any other questions of Mr. Williams? 

(No response. ) 
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Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Williams, for your very fine state- 
ment. 

Congressman Preston. 

Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our 
next witness will speak very briefly to some of the navigation difficul- 
ties in the river. He is Captain Frank Spencer, who has spent a life- 
time on the river and is chairman of the board of directors of the 
Pilots Association. At this time we would like to present Captain 
opencer. 

Mr. Anceti. We are very glad to hear you, Captain Spencer. You 
may give your full name and title to the reporter, please. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. FRANK W. SPENCER, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
BOARD OF THE PILOTS ASSOCIATION OF SAVANNAH AND GEN- 
ERAL MANAGER OF THE ATLANTIC TOWING CO. OF SAVANNAH 


Captain Srencer. My name is Frank W. Spencer, chairman of the 
board of the Pilots Association of Savannah, and general manager of 
the Atlantic Towing Co. of Savannah, Ga, 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the navigation end of it is where my 
interest lies, that is, in getting the ships in and out of the port safely. 
With your permission 1 would like to point to the area and what our 
diflicultes are in getting to the State Port. 

Mr. AncreLn. You may do so. 

Captain Spencer. This is indicated as a new facility for the State 
of Georgia costing some $15 million. Here is where when the ships 
come in with an ebb tide current we have to swing the 500-foot long 
ships and bring them upstream nearly 2 miles stern first. When the 
ships come in head up a like operation has to take place. We have 
to move them downstream and swing them in this position. That is 
the reason for extending it to this 400-foot channel where we have now 
300 feet. That is why we want to extend it to 34 feet with a 400-foot 
width. 

When the ships are ready to go to sea we will swing them in there 
if this project is passed upon favor ably, and swing them in the basin 
here, which eliminates that hazard of taking them all the way down 
stern first or upstream stern first, as the case may be. 

There is one question you asked the colonel about the required 
width for navigation which I would like to answer. Ships 500 feet 
and 600 feet long heavily laden must have sufficient space between 
the hulls. Otherwise the suction will pull them together. It has 
happened with serious collisions which have taken place in various 
ports of the country. We hope to eliminate that by giving them 
a wide channel in this area and having a swinging basin to swing 
the ships in. 

One point was brought out by the colonel that I attempted to bring 
to his attention after he testified, which is that the maintenance cost 
of Savannah for only 1 year has exceeded $1 million. It has been 
well under $1 million for a good many years. In fact, for all of the 
years. That is correct, is it not, colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. That is correct. 

The average cost of maintenance work for the past 5 years has 
been $854,000. However in 1953, the maintenance cost was $1,121,000. 
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Improvement of the entire 30 miles of channel has not been com- 
pleted and maintenance funds have been limited in recent years, so 
that, although the estimated cost of maintenance of Savannah Harbor, 
Ga., is $1,500 000, as previously stated, funds are not allotted in this 
amount. 

Captain Spencer. The maintenance cost was touched on by Mr. 
Williams. We are rather proud of the port of Savannah. We think 
it is a good investment for the Federal Treasury. We paid $4 million 
in customs duties and the Federal Government spends less than $1 
million on our channel. So we think that is a good indication of what 
the port of Savannah means. 

Most of the other points have been brought out by Mr. Williams 
and you have them in printed form before you. I think one very 
pertinent thing that would be of interest to you is that just last week 
the American Hall Line, which is a large operating concern between 
the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, as well as in other areas, wanted to 
bring a ship that was 620 feet long into the port of Savannah at 
the State docks. Due to the narrow condition of the channel we 
could not bring the ship in there. She had very valuable cargoes 
that they wanted to discharge at the terminal. It was a severe handi- 
cap to the port because we did not have the facilities to bring that 
ship in. 

We have had ships 600 feet long in the port with a light draft, 
but this particular ship would draw 34 feet and we had notified that 
line that we could bring her in with safety. 

I think I have touched on the pertinent points that have not been 
brought out by Mr. Williams so far as the volume of business is 
concerned and the activity on the riverfront is concerned and the 
tremendous increase in the manufacturing plants. 

We estimate above the Seaboard Bridge and beginning at this 
point here the large Union Paper Bag Co. is, up to the sugar com- 
pany there is something like $150 million in ¢ apital investments on 
the channel now. 

I would be very glad, Mr. Chairman, if you and members of the 
committee wish to ask any questions as far as navigation is concerned. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Captain Spencer, for your excellent 
report. 

Mr. Steed, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Srrep. No questions. 

Mr. Anoett. Are there any questions on my left of Captain 
Spencer / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not, we thank you, sir. 

Congressman Preston. 

Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman, we have utilized a little over 30 min- 
utes, so we will conclude very rapidly in order to expedite the matters 
before the committee. 

We have with us the executive secretary of the Savannah District 
Authority which is the local ports authority of the city of Savannah. 
He has prepared this brochure and will not be repetitious in what he 
has to say, but will call to the committee’s attention one or two perti- 
nent facts. 

Mr. Ancetx. The committee will be very glad to hear you, s 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. McGOWAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
SAVANNAH DISTRICT AUTHORITY 


Mr. McGow: an. My name is William H. McGowan, executive secre- 
tary of the Savannnah District Authority. 

Mr. Chairman, on page 20 of House Document 110, I would like 
to call your attention to items 45, 46, and 47. Item 45 says that the 
Atlantic Refining Co. will commence construction of a $400,000 oil 
terminal early in 1952. That has been done. 

Paragraph 46 says that the American Cyanamid Co. has recently 
pure hased a lar ge tract of land with the intention of building a chemi- 

cal plant. T hat | plant is under construction. 

Paragraph 47 states that the Union Bag and Paper Corp. will build 
a multimillion dollar semichemical pulping plant. That plant has 
been built. 

I wanted to call those facts to the attention of the committee to indi- 
cate the substance of the report and to show that the industrial develop- 
ment is going on. 

I will be happy to answer any questions and I think our witnesses 
have covered the subject pretty fully. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, sir. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Mr. 
McGowan, the executive secretary of the Savannah District 
Authority ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancexu. If not, we thank you. 

Congressman Preston. 

Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman, that concludes the list of witnesses. 
We do have with us this morning in support of this request the acting 
mayor of the city of Savannah and the vice chairman of the Georgia 
Ports Authority, Mr. Peter Roe Nugent, who in the interests of time 
will not testify, but wants the record to disclose his interest and pres- 
ence here today. 

Mr. Ancety. We are very happy to have you here. 

Mr. Preston. We thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing us the 
courtesy of testifying in behalf of this requested project and appre- 
ciate your generosity in allowing us ample time to present our case. 

We conclude by expressing the earnest hope that this committee will 
recognize the important economic aspects of this request and authorize 
it in order that we might proceed to seek appropriations to bring this 
hope into being. 

Mr. Anoetit. Thank you, Congressman Preston. I am sure our com- 
mittee was very happy to have you here and I appreciate your cooper- 
ation with the committee in hearing this very worthwhile project and 
in conserving the time of the committee. 

Mr. Preston. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ance.y. If there is no further testimony on this project we will 
proceed to the next one. 


Mississrpp1 River at Lourstana, Mo. 


Mr. Anceit. The next project is the Mississippi River at Louisiana, 
Mo., which is House Document 251 of the 82d Congress. 
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We have with us our colleague, Congressman Cannon of Missouri, 
who is very much interested in this subject. 


STATEMENT ‘OF HON. CLARENCE CANNON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Cannon. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to be heard at this time and shall confine myself to a very brief 
statement. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Cannon you may be heard first before the Army 
engineers. We know you are a very busy gentleman and have other 
meetings to attend. 

Mr. Cannon. If it meets with the approval of the chairman and the 
committee. It isa very simple case. 

The construction of lock No. 24 in the Mississippi River has created 
a pool which has raised the water level above the outlet of the city 
sewers of the two cities immediately above the dam. At Louisiana, 
Mo., which is about 75 or 80 miles above St. Louis, and at Clarksville, 
Mo., which is 64 miles north of St. Louis, the creation of the pool has 
not only brought the surface above the level of the outlet of the sewers 
below the city, but it has created a situation under which accelerated 
siltation occurs whereby the riverfront opposite these cities is choked 
with silt, clogging the sewers and isolating landing docks in use for 
more than a hundred years. 

In both cases at each city, both at Clarksville and Louisiana, the 
result has been not only to dislocate the sewage system but to flood 
basements and to blow off manhole covers and create a very unsavory 
and very unsanitary condition, affecting the health of the entire com- 
munity. 

Louisiana is a city of 6,500 people. There is located there one of the 
big munitions plants of the Government, which is now being sold to 
private ownership, under which the plant will bring increased busi- 
ness activity and a denser population with corresponding additional 
demand for all public utilities. 

The Board of Engineers after investigation have determined the ap- 
propriate amount of dam: ige. Of course, the Government is exempted 
oe statute and by a long line of court decisions from responsibility for 
any damage incurred in the improvement of navigation. But it has 
been the longstanding policy of the Government to ) be just and equita- 
ble in such matters, ‘and where damage results directly from the im- 
provement of navigation to make every effort to compensate the ad- 
joining landowners and cities for the damage caused occasioned by 
the improvements. 

The report of the Board of Engineers on the Louisiana case, indi- 
cates the exact amount of damage based on computations made in 1951, 
and which are of course now entirely too low due to increases in the 
cost of labor, materials, and all other factors. The Federal Govern- 
ment should pay to the city to compensate it in a measure for this dam- 
age to its water system at least and make it possible for them to build 
a pumping plant which will neutralize the situation. 

There is not yet available reports on recommendations, if any, by 
the Board of Engineers in relation to the city of Clarksville. There 
the same damage has been inflicted and is now being inflicted, and 
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there also the silt has made it impossible for boats to reach the dock 
where river craft was formerly serviced in substantial numbers. The 
harbor should be dredged and put back to the depth at which it was 
originally stabilized at the time this pool was created. 

The whole matter with data and recommendations relating to the 
Louisiana case is submitted in a report which is now before the com- 
mittee. The situation at Clarksville is practically identical, and if 
further information is desired I shall be glad to submit it to the clerk. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee and I 
trust they will take cognizance of the situation. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, there is ample precedent in the 1952 
civil functions appropriation bill and in the 1953 civil functions ap- 
propriation bill for authorization and appropriations to remedy this 
situation. In the 1952 bill an almost identical situation existed with 
reference to the city of Clinton, lowa. The matter was presented to 
this committee and compensation was authorized by recommendation 
of this committee and the money was appropriated in the 1952 ap- 
propriation bill. 

Again in the 1953 appropriation bill the establishment of the Whit- 
ney Reservoir at Blum, 'Tex., made it necessary to relocate a road. 
This committee in its wisdom indorporated an authorization in the 
bill which became law, and the 1953 appropriation bill carried funds 
for that purpose. 

I trust that if there is any doubt about the precedents on this case 
the committee will examine those two authorizations and appropria- 
tions, which are directly in point. 

Mr. Ancextu. Thank you, Mr. Cannon. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Cannon by members of the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceii. If not, we thank you, Mr. Cannon. 

We will now hear from you, Colonel Milne, on this project. 

Colonel Mizner. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Mississippi River 
at Louisiana, Mo., is contained in House Document No. 251 of the 82d 
Congress, Ist session, as authorized by a resolution of the House Com- 
mittee on Public Works dated April 13, 1948. 

I would like to read the resolution : 

Resolwed by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Mississippi River between the 
Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minnesota, published in House Document No. 137, 
Seventy-second Congress, first session, and subsequent reports with a view to 
ascertaining as near as can be estimated the exact damages resulting at or near 
Louisiana, Missouri, by the creation of pool No. 24 (Clarksville Dam) on the 
Mississippi River. 

Louisiana, Mo., is located on the right bank of the Mississippi River. 
The existing Federal project that affects Louisiana is the canalization 
of the Mississippi River. As this committee knows, the Mississippi 
River has been canalized by the construction of some 24 locks and 
dams above the M issouri River, 

Local interests at Louisiana have indicated that due to the creation 
of the pool behind dam No. 24 that their sewer system has been 
damaged and it not longer functions properly. Specifically they say 
that it is silting up and in periods of heavy rain where there is a large 
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stormflow that there is a tendency for the water to back up in the sewer 
system and flood the basements and blow off manhole covers. 

Of course, there is also a sanitary hazard created and they request 
that remedial action be taken. 

The sewer system at Louisiana, Mo., is a gravity system. There has 
always been a certain amount of difficulty in the operation of the sys- 
tem because in periods of high flow on the Mississippi the water is 
above the invert of the sewer system and there has been a tendency for 
the water to back up at various points in the system. However, the 
creation of the pool at dam No. 24 has created a relatively stable pool 
and one in which the permanent elevation is always above what it used 
to be. That average increase of pool height is about 714 feet. 
¢ Prior to the construttion of dam 24 the Mississippi River at 
Louisiana would get as much as 14 feet below the existing normal pool 
elevation. Today the Mississippi River never gets below the normal 
pool elevation. Consequently, under the—— 

Mr. Avcuincvoss. Colonel, would you point out dam 24 on the 
map ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. It does not show on the map. It is 10 miles below 
the city of Louisiana, Mo. Although there was a backup in periods 
of high water, nevertheless during periods when the river was at 
lower stages, the sewer system had the ability to clean itself out. 

We have investigated the area and we find that there were three 
outlets that local interests considered had been damaged as a result 
of the construction of dam 24. Those were sewers No. 14, No. 13, and 
No. 8. However, after our investigation we came to the conclusion 
that only No. 13 had been hampered in its operation by the construc- 
tion of this dam. 

Local interests have generally concurred that that is the outlet that 
is causing them the most trouble. The normal pool elevation causes 
water to back up in sewer system No. 13 for about 2,200 feet. The 
result has been that the sewer does not flush itself out. It is tend- 
ing to close up, reducing its capacity, and in periods of high rainfall 
the storm waters then back into the basements and blow out the man- 
hole covers in the streets. 

Mr. Aneeit. How can that be corrected ? 

Colonel Mitne. There are two methods by which it can be corrected. 
One, a sewer treatment plant could be built, or a pumping plant could 
be built. The sewer treatment plant is beyond the requirements of 
the damage that may have occurred as a result of dam No. 24. In 
other words, there is nothing that dam 24 did that now requires a 
sewer treatment plant, moreover it is a much more expensive construc- 
tion proposition. So we confined our investigation to the provision of 
a pumping plant in the vicinity of sewer No. 13. 

Our cost estimate for a pumping plant when the document was 
prepared, including the pumping plant, amortization of investment 
and the operation and maintenance of that plant, that would be at- 
tributable to the higher pool elevation, which results only 22 percent 
of the time, was estimated to represent a total figure of $57,829. Based 
on the costs of January 1954, that cost is estimated to be $82,600. 

I should like to read an extract from the report of the Chief of 
Engineers : 

After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board reports that the damages that may be caused at or near 
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Louisiana, Mo., by the creation and operation of pool No. 24 (Clarksville Dam) 
on the Mississippi River, are considered, as nearly as can be estimated at this 
time, as $57,829. Accordingly, the Board recommends that if reimbursement 
is to be made the amount shall be in accordance with this estimate and the 
reimbursement shall be made subject to the condition that local interests fur- 
nish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will release 
and discharge the United States from any and all past and future claims for 
damages, heretofore or hereafter sustained by the city of Louisiana, Mo., by 
reason of the construction and operation of lock and dam No. 24 on the Missis- 
sippi River. 

That report was transmitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and I 
should like to read an extract from the comments of the Bureau of 
the Budget. They are found on page 2 of the report. 

I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you. 
that, since the Chief of Engineers only reports an estimate of the amount of 
damage and recommends that if reimbursement is to be made the amount shall 
be in accordance with this estimate and be subject to certain stated limitations 
and conditions, there would be no objection to the submission of the report to 
Congress. 

That report was also furnished to the State of Missouri which indi- 
cated its concurrence in the report. 

Mr. Anoeti. Under that, Colonel, what is the recommendation 
that the Federal Government should pay ? 

Colonel Mitne. We have not made any recommendation that the 
Federal Government should pay anything. We have said if reim- 
bursement is to be made the amount of damages would be $57,829, 
based on the 1950 costs. Those damages escalated to January 1954 
are $82,600. 

Mr. Ancetu. $82,600 would be the amount ? 

Colonel Minune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, is the sewage that empties into the river, 
untreated ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. It is raw sewage ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupprr. Are there no sanitary laws that regulate the dis- 
charge of raw sewage in public streams. 

Colonel Mine. There are State laws. There is not a Federal law 
on it. There are State laws and each State has different laws. I be- 
lieve the State of Missouri does have a law pertaining to the dis- 
charge of sewage into the rivers, and I know that throughout the 
country the municipalities are endeavoring to treat their sewage be- 
fore they discharge it into the river. I do not know exactly what 
the requirements of the law of Missouri may be on that subject. 

Mr. Scupper. There apparently is no protection for the safety of 
the people or the preservation of fishlife. It would seem, where this 
is an interstate river that the Federal Government should take some 
action to provide for sanitation of the river. 

Colonel Mitne. There is a law of the Federal Government under 
the Public Health Service pertaining to the discharging of raw sew- 
age into waterways. I am not familiar with all of the aspects of that 
law. I know that attempts are being made as cities aesisiecios their 


sewage plants to incorporate sewage treatment plants. 

Mr. Scupper. If their entire sewer system emptied into one sewer, 
they could construct a central treatment plant, and could pump the 
effluent more economically. It would appear to me that with a num- 
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ber of sewers flowing into the river at various intervals you have an 
almost unsurmountable problem. 

Colonel Mitne. In this particular area there are a number of sewers 
that empty into the river. However, we have confined ourselves 
to a st ney of only one of those sewers because that is the only one in 
which the operation has been hampered as a result of the creation of 
dam No, 24. 

Mr. Scupper. The other one, which is 3 or 4 blocks up the river, 
an into the river also, does it not, Colonel ? 

olonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. So if you take care of one it is quite likely the same 
conditions will apply to the others? 

Colonel Mrtne. No, sir. The creation of the higher water elevation 
as a result of dam 24 has not affected the operation of any of the other 
sewer outlets. It is only No. 13 that has been materially affected by 
this dam. 

You must remember, Mr. Scudder, that at portions of the year the 
Mississippi River has been above those sewer outlets, and there has 
been always a tendency to back up. But the sewers in periods of low 
flow were able to flush themselves out. 

Since the creation of the dam, No. 13 has been below the water 100 
percent of the time and cannot flush itself. 

Mr. Scupper. Well, No. 14 is below 13. 

Colonel Miznez. No. 14 is below, but the elevation of the invert is not 
as low as 13. 

Mr. Mack. When was dam 24 built ? 

Colonel Mitne. It was completed in 1940. 

Mr. Mack. Was sewer outlet 13 in existence at that time? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. But some damage was being done at outlet 13 prior to the 
building of the dam in 1940? 

Colonel Mitne. There were periods of time when the sewer did back 
up. Thatiscorrect. But then when the river got low again the velocity 
of the storm water tended to flush the system out again, so that you did 
not have a continually blocked up sewer. 

Mr. Mack. If this proposal should be accepted by the Congress, 
would the Engineers build this pumping plant, or would the Govern- 
ment pay cash to the city ¢ 

Colonel Mitnz. We would pay in cash to the city. 

Mr. Mack. Then the city might use that money to build that pump- 
ing plant. 

Colonel Mitne. In our report it might be well to read a very brief 
paragraph of what the district engineer said in discussing that very 
point. 


Although local interests have indicated a preference for a sewage-treatment 
plant which would remedy the adverse effects of pool No. 24, as well as correct 
other deficiencies of the sewer system, it is not believed that any need for a 
sewage-treatment plant has arisen from the creation of pool No. 24. Accordingly, 
the plan of improvement proposed herein involves only a pumping plant. The cost 
of the plant, as described in the ensuing paragraph, may properly be taken as a 
measure of damages caused by creation and operation of the pool. If local 
interests should elect to construct a sewage-treatment plant, any compensation 
for damages which may be made by the United States might properly be in the 
form of a cash payment to be applied to the cost of the treatment plant. 
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Mr. Mack. This sum of money which you recommend, Colonel, 
would provide for the complete installation of such a plant? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir; it would not. The sum of money which 
we say represents the damages would only apply to a pumping plant 
the initial cost of the pumping plant for sewer No. 13, the amortiza- 
tion of that pumping plant, and a portion of the operation and main- 
tenance cost. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, you are assuming some of this damage 
would have occurred anyway and the local community will have to 
take care of that portion of the pumping plant cost ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How many outlets are there ? 

Colonel Mitne. There were three we had under study. I believe 
there are more than a total of 3, but 3 that we actually looked into. 

Mr. Mack. This sewer handles general sewage and not just runoff 
water ¢ 

Colonel Mine. It handles general sewage and storm water. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Neat. The grade of the lower end of that sewer would not 
permit the lifting of the outlet, would it ? 

Colonel Minne. No, sir. 

Mr. Becker. This whole situation revolves around one thing, as 
I see it. The Mississippi River is a publicly controlled waterway, 
is it not? 

Colonel Mitne. It is. 

Mr. Becker. If the Public Health Service were to invoke the sani- 
tary laws against the dumping of raw sewage into the Mississippi 
River, the city of Louisiana would be forced to put in a treatment 
plant, would they not? 

Colonel Miine. If the law permits the Public Health Service to 
do such a thing the answer would be “Yes.” I do not know if the 
law is that strong. 

Mr. Becker. In the interests of public health ? 

Colonel Miine. I am not sure, sir. I do not believe the law gives 
the Federal Government the authority to demand that a city have a 
treatment plant. 

Mr. Becker. But they can prevent them from dumping raw sewage 
into the river, can they not ? 

Colonel Mine. I am not sure, sir. 

Mr. Becker. You do not think so? 

Colonel Muine. I am not sure. We would have to check with the 
Public Health Service. There are many cities in the United States 
that do not treat their sewage and are discharging it into Federal 
waterways. 

Mr. Neat. Wherever attempts are being made to bring about 
sewage treatment in local areas, particularly if it involves a basin, 
you have interstate compacts. 

Colonel Mitne. That is right. 

Mr. Neat. But nothing of a Federal nature. 

Colonel Minx. That is right. 

Mr. Anoett. Colonel Milne, are there precedents for the Federal 
Government reimbursing for damages in cash in this kind of a 
problem ? 
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Colonel Mitne. On the Mississippi River to my knowledge there 
has been some payment for alleged damages made by the Federal 
Government. On the Illinois River we have made some drainage 
payments and we are now studying at the direction of this commit- 
tee a number of areas on the Mississippi River where damages have 
been alleged as a result of our canalized waterways. Those recom- 
mendations have not as yet been furnished to the Congress. Damage 
payments have been made to Clinton, Iowa, in a case similar to the 
situation at Louisiana. 

Mr. Mack. Did the local communities make any contribution to- 
ward this dam 24? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Not in easements, or rights of way, or assurances that 
they would hold the Government free from damages ? 

Colonel Mitne. There was no local cooperation in connection with 
the project. 

Mr. Ancett, Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetyi, Are there any other witnesses on this project ? 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Chairman, Colonel Milne has made a very com- 
prehensive statement. I wonder if I might be permitted to ask him 
a question ? 

Mr. Anceti. You may, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. I would like to ask him what attention, if any, has 
been given to a similar situation at Clarksville, Mo. 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Cannon, in this particular report Clarksville 
was not studied. I believe the reason was that the language of the 
resolution was rather restrictive in confining it to Louisiana. I am 
under the impression—and I would like to verify this for you—that 
in our comprehensive study of damages along the Mississippi River 
we are studying Clarksville in another re port. But I cannot give you 
that with certainty until I check. 

Mr. Cannon. I wonder when the report can be made available. 

Colonel Mitne. The report is with the Board. 

Mr. Brennan. It is with the River and Harbor Board, Mr. Can- 
non, and will be taken up by it at its next meeting on the 26th of 
February, which is this Friday. 

Mr. Cannon. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the committee then would 
be in a position when it passes on this question in connection with 
Louisiana, at the same time to pass upon the identical question with 
reference to the city of Clarksville, as indicated in a report which has 
just been referred to which will be available on the 26th. 

Mr. Ance.u. I might say to my colleague that the committee so far 
has followed the policy of taking up no project that has not been 
cleared through the Bureau of the Budget and through the Army 
engineers and reached this committee through those sources 

May I say to my colleague, if they do clear a project before we 
make a final report on our bill then frequently we consider it. 

Mr. ae won. This has been cleared, I take it for granted, by the 
engineers, but not by the Bureau of the Budget. Is “that the situa- 
tion ? 

Colonel Mune. Mr. Cannon, I do not want to lead you astray. I 
am not sure that Clarksville is included in the report I mentioned 
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earlier. I would have to verify that and let you know. There are : 
number of area that are included in this report w hich has not yet pinaned 
the Board and has not been checked by the Chief of Engineers, nor has 
it been sent to any of the States involved or the Bureau | of the Budget. 
Clarksville may or may not be in that report. If it is not in that re- 
port then we are not studying it. 

Mr. Cannon. But attention has been given to the Clarksville situ- 
ation ¢ 

Colonel Mine. I would say no, sir. If it is not in this report no 
attention has been given to it. 

Mr. Cannon. But the Board is familiar with the situation ? 

Colonel Mune. I donot believe so, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. You have never heard it before ? 

Colonel Mir.nze. No,sir. I never have. 

Mr. Cannon. I would also like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if in addition 
to the dam: ge ¢ ‘aused by the stoppage of the storm and sanitar vy sewers 
at Louisiana—and the same situation is true at Clarksville—if any at- 
tention has been given to the problem created by the deposit of un- 
precedented amounts of silt, which have choked their harbors and 
otherwise inconvenienced the city. 

Colonel Mizne. Of Louisiana 4 

Mr. Cannon. Of Louisiana. 

Colonel Mitne. I have not heard of that project either, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. You made no study, so far as you know, of that silta- 
tion at Louisiana, Missouri ¢ 

Colonel Mutne. Nostudies were made. No, sir. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Cannon. 

If there is nothing further, we will proceed to the next project. 


Mississippi River at CHESTER, ILL, 


Mr. AnGeti. The next project is the Mississippi River at Chester, 
Il]., contained in House Document No. 230 of the 83d Congress. 

We have with us our colleague, Congressman Bishop of Tllinois. If 
it is agreeable to you we will hear the report of the Army engineers 
first. 

You may proceed, Colonel Milne. 

Colonel Miznz. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Mississippi River 
at Chester, IIL, is contained in House Document No. 230 of the 83d 
Congress, Ist session, as authorized by resolution of the River and Har- 
bor Committee dated July 10, 1946. 

Chester, Ill., is located on the left bank of the Mississippi River, 
about midway between St. Louis and Cairo. Chester itself is predomi- 
nantly a manufacturing city and the immediately surrounding area is 
one devoted to agriculture. 

The existing Federal project at Chester is the 9-foot navigation 
project on the Mississippi River. However, what we are considering 
today is not directly concerned with the 9- foot navigation project, It 
is confined to a proposal for a recreational harbor in the vicinity of 
Chester on the Mississippi River. 

Local interests have indicated that their recreational craft moored 
at Chester are being damaged as a result of several things. (1) The 
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large tow boats operating on the Mississippi tend to create a wash 
which, as it reaches the shore where the recreational boats are moored, 
tosses them around quite a bit and causes considerable damage to the 
hulls, and in some cases breaks them loose from their moorings. 

In addition, during periods of high wind the boats are tossed around 
to quite an extent and suffer damage. Accordingly, they have re- 
quested that consideration be given to investigating the possibilities 
of providing a sheltered harbor in the interest of recreational craft. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated several possibilities in the 
vicinity of Chester. He looked into 2 areas on the left bank of the 
river near Chester proper, but found that the cost of developing such 
areas for a recreational harbor exceeded any possible and potential 
benefits. He then looked into providing a harbor on Horse Island, 
which is just across the river from Chester. He found that a recrea- 
tional basin could be provided there at a reasonable cost, and one which 
in his opinion would be justified. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were referred to 
the Governor of the State and he indicated his concurrence. They 
have also been referred to the Bureau of the Budget, and I should 
like to read the comments of the Bureau of the Budget, which are 
found on page 2 of the report. I shall read only an extract. 

Annual benefits of the proposed improvement are estimated at $8,540, of 
which $3,740 would accrue to present users of the harbor and $4,800 to users 
who are expected to be attracted to the harbor after the improvement. An- 
nual costs are computed to be $7,599. On this basis, the benefit-cost ratio is 
1.12. In view of the relatively small margin of benefits over costs and the fact 
that a substantial part of the anticipated benefits is based on estimates of in- 
creased traffic, the economic justification for the project, if authorized by the 
Congress, should be reexamined and a current evaluation submitted to this office 
before appropriations are requested for initiation of construction. 

Subject to this comment, there would be no objection to the submission of the 
proposed report to the Congress. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman, it is our policy prior to the time of em- 
barking on any construction to thoroughly reexamine the benefits to 
determine whether or not there have been any material changes be- 
tween the time that the report was prepared and the money becomes 
available. 

In transmitting this report to the Congress the Chief of Engineers 
has this tosay. I should like to read an extract from his report which 
is found on page 4. 

The proposed improvements are designed to meet recreational boating needs 
and are not significant from the standpoint of commercial navigation. The 
extent of the benefits accruing to local interests as compared with general bene- 
fits which warrant Federal participation is reflected in the fact that the local 
interests’ expenditures for the proposed harbor facilities are approximately 
equal to the proposed Federal cost. The proportion of Federal and non-Federal 
participation recommended by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
is considered appropriate if it is the intent of Congress to provide Federal 
assistance in the development of harbors for recreational craft. 

The cost of this project, as contained in the document, shows a 
Federal cost of $57,700 and a non-Federal cost of $58,700, for a total 
of $116,400. Those costs revised.to the summer of 1953 show a Fed- 
eral cost of $65,000 and a non- Federal cost of $65,500. 

Based on the revised costs, the annual charges are $6,784, of which 
$1,500 represents a maintenance charge. The benefit-cost ratio, again 
based on the revised charges, is 1.24 to 1. 
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Local cooperation required is the furnishing without cost to the 
United States of all necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way 
for construction and maintenance of the project; furnish and main- 
tain without cost to the United States, all other non-self-liquidating 
items, such as surfacing of service area, access road, ramp fill, utilities, 
and an administration building; provide and maintain without cost 
to the United States all self-liquidating items such as fueling and 
service equipme e basin floats and anchorages, and marine railway 
and boat storage facilities; make a cash contribution equivalent to one- 
third of the cost of dredging, bank protection, and clearing, pres- 
ently estimated at $29,000 (1 might say it is now estimated at $32,- 
600): hold and save the United States free from damages due to con- 
struction and maintenance of the project; and establish a properly 
constituted public body having authority to cooperate financially and 
to operate the essential fac ilities which shall be open to all on equal 
terms. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
items of cooperation. 

There are presently based at Chester some 83 recreational craft. 
They will vary in draft from 1 to 6 feet. 

Mr. Mack. Where do these ships berth at the present time, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. They are berthed now along the left bank of the 
Mississippi River adjacent to the city of Chester. 

Mr. Mack. In open water, with no storm protection / 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct. 

Because of the damages that they suffer as a result of the wave wash 
from the tows and the waves from heavy winds, the people who op- 
erate these boats are not able to get the full benefit that they nor- 
mally would anticipate deriving from the recreational craft. Addi- 
tional boats would be attracted to the area if facilities were available. 

We came to the conclusion that the provision of a sheltered basin on 
Horse Island with an access channel 6 feet deep to the Mississippi 
River would give local interests an area where they could moor their 
existing fleet with considerable safety. 

The analysis of the benefits that would accrue to the existing fleet 
plus the new fleet we believe shows a benefit-cost ratio in excess of 
unity. 

Mr. Anceti. Do we have precedents for the construction of proj- 
ects such as this for purely recreational purposes ? 

Colonel Mitne. To my knowledge, Mr. Chairman, there have been 
no projects that have been constructed that were 100 percent recrea- 
tional. There have been submitted to the Congress in the past, and 
at this session, several projects that were 100 percent recreational. 

Mr. Ance.y. But none so far have been approved and constructed ? 

Colonel Mine. None that were entirely recreational have been con- 
structed to my knowledge. 

Mr. Aner. This is entirely recreational ? 

Colonel Mitnr. This is entirely recreational. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions of the colonel to my left? 

Mr. Mack. As you were reading your report, Colonel, I understood 
you to mention a recreational building on the shore. Is that correct? 
Did you mention a recreational building on the shore ? 
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Colonel Mine. I think probably it was the facilities that local 
interests are going to construct. They will build parking areas, and 
piers, and an administration building. 

Mr. Anceti. Are those items included in their contribution ? 

Colonel Mizner. They are included as part of the cost of the project 
and are considered as a part of their share of the project. Then of 
course in addition to that they have their cash contribution. 

Mr. Ancett. Then they would be considered part of the project? 

Colonel Miine. They are considered part of the project. That is 
right, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Would the Federal Government technically be con- 
tributing to these shore installations? 

Colonel Mitnr. No, sir. What happens is we arrive at the overall 
cost of the project including the nonliquidating features that local 
interests have to build. Then we estimate the benefits and the division 
of benefits between those that are local and general in nature. That 
determines the degree of Federal and local participation. 

Mr. Mack. What is the cash contribution of local interests? 

Colonel Mitne. Based on the present estimate the cash contribution 
would be $32,600. 

Mr. Mack. What is the size of the city of Chester ? 

Colonel Mitne. 5,000. 

Mr. Mack. Are there other communities in the vicinity whose citi- 
zens would use this facility ? 

Colonel Mitne. There are other communities that would use the 
facility. Yes,sir. 

Mr. Neau. Then are there other areas up and down the Mississippi 
River where the Federal Government has contributed to the construc- 
tion of facilities for pleasure like this ? 

Colonel Mine. To my knowledge there have been none built on the 
Mississippi. There are reports considering recreational harbors on 
the Mississippi River that are pending. I think we have confined 
ourselves to studies so far, and this is one of the first ones on the 
Mississippi River that has been presented to the committee. 

Mr. Neat. This would open up quite a field, would it not ? 

Colonel Miine. There are a number of recreational projects that 
have been presented to your committee during this session. 

Mr. Becker. We had a golf course last week. 

Mr. Anceti. They are completely recreational. 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avucnincioss. Does not the Coast Guard make use of this 
facility ? 

Colonel Mine. I did not discover that the Coast Guard was defi- 
nitely going to make use of it, but of course they could make use of it. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. This is not unlike a facility at Atlantic Highlands 
in New Jersey, where a breakwater and basin was constructed for the 
use of pleasure craft. But there the Coast Guard did make use of the 
basin. Ithought the Coast Guard also utilized this. 

Colonel Mitne. They might in their operations on the Mississippi 
River. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. May I ask about that bridge? Is that a fixed 
bridge or a drawbridge ? 

Colonel Mixing. It isa fixed bridge. 
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Mr. Aucuincioss. How high is the clearance, do you know? 

Colonel Mune. I can find out very readily. 

Mr. Acciurncioss. It is an important bridge, is it not? 

Colonel Mitne. Sixty-five feet above maximum high water. 

Mr. Neat. Is that the normal clearance for Mississippi bridges— 
65 feet ? 

Colonel Mutne. There is no such thing as a normal clearance for 
bridges over the Mississippi River. That varies depending upon the 
reach of the river you may ” in. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, I am very much interested in this type of 
project, because as I unde shest: it there has been no definite policy 
established by the Congress as to their participation in recreational 
harbors. I just wonder how you arrive at a benefit to the Federal 
Government from the construction of projects such as this. 

Colonel Minne. The recreational benefit is one of the most difficult 
things to try and determine in dollars and cents. I might say, Mr. 
Scudder, that our people worked long and hard to come up with any 
type of formula that we felt presented a logical solution to the problem. 
We worked in very close conjunction with the Bureau of the Budget 
before we developed our so-called recreational formula, and we have 
used that consistently since 1950. 

Generally that formula, when you reduce it to the basic elements, 
provides that local interests will pay 50 percent of the cost and the 
Federal Government will pay half. 

Mr. Scupper. I have been hoping for some time to find some defini- 
tion for a benefit to recreation. I am thoroughly sold on it myself. 
I believe there is a great benefit from recreation, but how to arrive at 
it has not been orelopedd, as far as I can find out. 

Colonel Miine. There are some things that are very definite. For 
example, you can determine the damages that will occur to a recrea- 
tional craft. That is a tangible figure. However, when you try to 
develop the benefits from recreation it gets into the realm of being 
intangible. We have done this, Mr. Scudder, in the development of 
our formula. We estimate the value of the recreational fleet on a 
depreciated basis. In other words, you take half the cost of the invest- 
ment. Then for various types of craft we have attempted to develop 
a percentage figure representing what a man who had a recreational 
craft for hire would have to charge to insure the soundness of his 
investment. 

Let us say the boat cost $5,000. Its average depreciated value would 
be $2,500. Now, a fair return for that type of boat might be 7 percent 
per year. So we would assume an operator of such recreational craft 
who was in the business of hiring them out would have to get 7 percent 
return. Accordingly we would assume that the benefit that would 
accrue to a private owner would be eqivalent to the same amount. 

If, because the facilities are not available, he cannot derive 100 per- 
cent benefit from his boat, then he is getting something less than a 7 
percent return annually on that boat. Ifthe facilities permit him a 50 
percent use of his boat, he is only realizing one-half of his annual 
benefits. We have computed these percentage factors for various 
classes of recreational boats. Totaling them all together for any one 
area we come up with an estimate of average annual recreational 
benefits. 
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Mr. Scupper. There is a situation in my district concerning two 
small harbors. I imagine in every community there is something: simi- 
lar. These streams have been dredged because of the cargoes that are 
being carried by them. But at the same time it has encouraged the 
ow nership of pleasure boats. In two instances there have been estab- 
lished boat-manufacturing concerns that are building boats not only 
for local use but for shipment elsewhere; they also do a large repair 
business. Those concerns employ a great number of men. One con- 
cern was employing as high as 60 men at one time. That most cer- 
tainly adds to the economy. 

Also, all the boats that are berthed in the area pay taxes to the local 
government. That is where their participation would come in, I 
imagine, in that they have a taxable value in the area. 

There are a great number of potential harbors in my district that 
are very much in need of improvement and would develop similar 
business. So far we have not been able to have them surveyed so as 
to be in a position to submit them to the Congress for consideration. 

If we could come up with some sort of formula to include pleasure 
craft, it would be helpful, then we could start considering these various 
harbors on that basis. It would be a field for improvement. I am in 
favor of something being developed along that line. 

Colonel Minnz. I would like to say, Mr. Scudder, that recreational 
- aft were not alw ays considered commercial vessels. It was not until 

932 that the Congress directed us to consider recreational craft. Only 
in recent years has the Congress requested surveys to be made of a 
number of areas for potential recreational sites. We have been work- 
ing pretty much in the dark. This is the first time that we have pre- 
sented to the C ongress any number of recreational projects based on a 
formula that we have worked out in conjunction with the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

This formula was presented in detail to the committee about 214 
weeks ago and was placed in the record for your information, and in 
considering the several recreational projects that are before you. 

Mr. Ancetx. That was in connection with what project, Colonel? 

Colonel Mitne. It was in connection with the Crooked and Indian 
Rivers, Mich. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, could not Colonel Milne and the Board 
of Engineers in view of Colonel Milne’s statement to the effect that he 
did not know of any precedent for authorization of purely recreational 
projects—and you mentioned specifically the Mississippi River, but 
you did not exclude other parts of the country, I think—I wonder if 
they could come up with some investigation on their part, of any prece- 
dents established in projects of this kind, for the information of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Anceti. What do you have to say to that, Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. We could do that, Mr. Chairman. I can 
say definitely now there have been projects approved by the Congress 
that had an element of recreation, that is, some of the benefits were 
recreational. 

Mr. Ancett. But what we are concerned about is purely recrea- 
tional projects, with no other benefits. 

Colonel Mitnz. We can go back into the records of the projects that 
have been authorized and furnish the committee with a statement of 
facts on it. 
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Mr. Ancey. Will you do that, please, for the record at this point ? 

Colonel Mizner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, not just an authorization, but also 
backed up by appropriations. 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


4uthorized recreational craft harbors 


Appro- 
priations 
Project document through 
fiscal year 
1954 


land Division 
ith, Mass... l Doc. 566, 80th Cong., 2d sess. 0 
vy, Mass 194 S. Doe. 115, 77th Cong., Ist sess___ 0 
d, Conn Doc. 676, 79th Cong., 2d sess 0 
ich, Conn Doc. 272, 80th Cong., Ist sess $136, 500 
Manchester, Mass Doe. 447, 77th Cong., Ist sess ; 0 
Eightmile River, Conn ] . Doe. 666, 80th Cong., 2d sess 0 
Westcott Cove, Conn__. ] De 379, 80th Cong., Ist sess a 0 
North Atlantic Divisior 
treat Kills, N. Y I Doc. 559, 75th Cong., 3d sess 137, 300 
Creek, N.Y 193 River and Harbor Committee Doecu- 0 
ment 27, 75th Cong., Ist sess. 
r, Va 937 River and Harbor Committee Docu- 12, 000 
ment 5, 75th Cong., lst sess 
i , Md 945 3. Doc. 67, 76th Cong., 1st sess 0 
’ o, N.J 950 Doe. 108, 8ist Cong., Ist sess 0 
rewsbury River, N. J ) Doc. 285, Sist Cong., Ist sess 0 
outh Atlantic Divisior 
Eau Gallie, Fla . H. Doe. 497, 75th Cong., ; 9, 600 
Palm Beach, Fla 93 1. Doc. 705, 75th Cong., 3d ses 0 
Cape Fear River, N. C. (anchorage Doc. 327, 76th Cong., 0 
basin at Myrtle Beact 
Cape Fear River, N. C. (Southport Doe. 549, 7 


und Trent Rivers, N. ¢ 945 H. Doc. 623, 77th Cong., 0 
eek, Fairhope, Ala OH H. Doc. 194, 8ist Cong., *SS_ 0 

ype sissippi Valley Divisior 
Rock Island, Il Doc. 257, 8ist Cong., Ist sess- 0 
Davenport, Iowa Doc. 642, 80th Cong., 2d sess_ 0 
Red Wing, Minr 1 Doc. 103, 76th Cong ; 8, 700 
Minn l . Doe. 599, 79th Cong., 2d sess_ 0 
ibal, Mo ] Doc. 67, 8ist Cong., SESS 0 
Minn 045 Doc. 263, 77th Cong., Ist sess » 0 
ha, Minn.! 2 l Doc. 514, 79th Cong., 2d sess 41, 700 
lis Iowa Doc. 661, 80th Cong., 2d sess 0 
DuChien, Wis Doc. 71, 8lst Cong., Ist sess__ 0 
tine, lowa l Doc. 733, 80th Cong., 2d sess 0 
City, Min { Doc. 511, 79th Cong., 2d sess 93, 500 
Doc. 192, 79th Cong., 2d sess 0 
. Doc. 184, 81st Cong., Ist sess 0 
. Doe. 66, 8ist Cong., Ist sess 0 


Doc. 293, 81st Cong., Ist sess 0 


Doe. 698, 79th Cong., sess 25, 000 
H-Doce. 760, 79th Cong., 2d sess , 248, 100 


H. Doe. 303, 81st Cong., t ss 0 
8. Doe. 138, 78th Cong., : 60 


Completed 
Authorized along with separate commercial harbors 
lhe navigation portion of the flood-control and navigation plan is for recreational purposes, and a portion 
of the navigation features were authorized for Federal accomplishment 
‘ Includes cost of $1,096,800 for north jetty used to facilitate construction of the flood-control portion of the 
project Upon completion of the navigation features, this jetty will become an integral part of the Mission 
Bay harbor project 
Navigation benefits are largely recreational. Benefits attributed in the document to commercial fishing 
amount to about 13 percent of the total 
* Does n t include },900 by Public Works Administration for work authorized by River and Harbor 
Act of August 26, 1937 (Senate Commerce Committee Print, 75th Cong.); local interests contributed an 
equal amount 


Mr. Aneeii. We have with us our colleague, Congressman Bishop, 
of Illinois, who is very much interested in this project. We would be 
very glad to hear from you, Mr. Congressman. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. C. W. BISHOP, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Bisnor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
very much interested, as I was when the resolution was drawn and 
when I appeared before the committee in 1953, which was last year, of 
course. This is of great import to my congressional district. It 
will have to do with traffic for industrial purposes. We are hoping 
in the near future that something will be said as to industry going 
within saad 20 miles of this town of Chester , and about 14 miles 
north toward St. Louis on the Mississippi River, again in my district. 

In this request, as stated by the engineers, this same thing has been 
done in other places. Of course, this could be the first on the Missis- 
sippi River. . 

A part of the river does damage to those boats that endeavor to 
park on the east side of the Mississippi River, as the colonel showed 
you a minute ago. It is impossible to know what time it will hit, 
and that is the reason why these individuals also pledged themselves 
to 50 percent of the cost in order to make possible this project which 
has been pictured to you today. 

I am sure we will work and put forward every effort to see it is 
in the budget along with your first okay on the proposition. 

I think the engineers have drawn a perfect picture, as I see it, 
on this program. 

Mr. Ancor. Are there any questions of our colleague from mem- 
bers of the committee / 

Mr. Mack. What date was the letter received from the Governor 
endorsing the project ? 

Mr. Bisnor. This was in 1953. 

Mr. Brennan. April 4, 1952. 

Mr. Mack. The Governor who endorsed it was the previous Demo- 
cratic Governor of Illinois, so this is a nonpartisan project. 

Mr. Bisnor. You can rate it so, but I can assure you the present 
Governor, who is a Republican, will concur along with the new ad- 
ministration in the city. They were very much interested in this. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

If there are no further witnesses, the committee will stand ad- 
journed. : 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Friday, February 26, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1954 


House or Representatives, 
ComMiITTee ON Pusriic Works, 
ScBcoMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Mr. Ancevi. The committee will come to order. 
We are continuing the hearings on the River and Harbor bill. The 
first project to be taken up is Green and Barren Rivers, Ky. and Tenn. 


GREEN AND Barren Rivers, Kentucky 


Mr. Anceuu. Colonel Milne, may we have your report on that 
project. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Green and Barren 
Rivers in Kentucky is contained in Senate Document No. 82 of the 
83d Congress, Second Session, as authorized by a Since of the 
Senate Public Works Committee dated April 15, 1949. 

The Green River rises in the State of Kentuc -ky and flows approx- 
imately 370 miles in a north and northwest direction and empties into 
the Ohio River about 8 miles above Evansville, Ind. The principal 
tributaries to the Green River are the Barren, the Rough, and the 
Nolin Rivers and Bear Creek. 

The area tapped by the Green River is predominantly one devoted 
to coal mining. The very large and productive West Kentucky coal 
fields lie on both sides of the Green Riv er, particularly between Mile 
50 and Mile 150. 

The existing Federal project for the Green River consists of 
canalized waterway about 170 miles in length, with a navigable channel 
6 feet deep. It has been canalized by the construction of 6 locks and 
dams on the Green River and 1 lock and dam on the Barren River 
and 1 on the Rough River. Those locks were built for the most part 
in the middle 1800’s. They average about 35 feet wide and about 
135 feet long. They are manually operated and are only in fair 
condition today. For the most part they are completely obsolete 
and are not at all capable of handling modern traffic. 
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In addition to this project which has already been completed and in 
operation there has been authorized under section 6 of the 1909 River 
and Harbor Act the replacement of lock 1. 

Mr. Anoetyt. Did you say 1909? 

Colonel Mutne. Yes, sir. Under the provisions of section 6 of the 
1909 Act there was authorized this past summer the replacement of 
lock 1 at Spotsville and the repairing of that dam, the replacement 
of lock 2 at Colhoun, and the reconstruction of the dam at Calhoun. 
Those reconstructed locks would be completely modern and would be 
84 feet wide and 600 feet long. 

There is a request for funds by the President in a supplemental 
appropriation now before the Congress to initiate construction and 
the replacement of those two locks and dams. In addition to the 
supplemental request the President also requested money in the 1955 
appropriation bill for continuing that construction. 

The construction of the new locks will modernize the stream from 
its mouth to approximately mile 103. It will not, however, permit 
dregding to widen the bends and to remove a rock ledge at mile 80. 
Furthermore, there are four railroad bridges crossing ‘that reach of 
the river that should have fender systems prov ided to protect 
navigation. 

The dredging and provision of the fender systems are beyond the 
purview of the 1909 act. The hearing this morning is to discuss the 
authorization of the dredging work and the fender repair work. 

It might be of interest to the committee to briefly look into the 
situation that is developing in connection with the coalfields of west- 
ern Kentucky. In the last 18 months there has been an unprecedented 

building of steam powerplants on the Ohio, the Tennessee, and on the 

Cumberland Rivers. It has been estimated very conservatively that 
the expansion of these powerplants will require more than 18 million 
tons of coal in addition to that coal already being utilized. For TVA 
alone their requirements are estimated to be something in the neigh- 
borhood of 12 million tons. 

A great portion of that coal will come from the western Kentucky 
fields, and a sizable amount can be transported on the Green River if 
prov ision is made for its improvement. 

There are two contracts that are of particular interest to the com- 
mittee. TVA has recently completed a contract with a supplier for 
furnishing annually a half a million tons of coal from the western 
Kentucky fields to one of their plants. That coal can be hauled on 
an improved Green River for about 36 cents a ton cheaper than any 
other means of transportation. There is an escalation clause in the 
contract that will permit the savings in transportation to revert to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Consequently, those savings represent 
a savings to the Federal Government. 

In addition to the TVA requirements there has recently been put 
under construction a very large powerplant at Madison, Ind. It is 
being built by the Ohio Valley Electric Co. to furnish power to the 
Atomic E nergy Commission. 

The Ohio V alley Electric Co. has completed negotiations for two 
contracts for furnishing coal to its plant. One of these contracts 
provides for 1,780,000 tons of coal to be furnished from the Green 
River if it is improved. The coal moving out of the Green River 
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would be delivered to the Madison plant for 32 cents less a ton than 
by any other available means. 

There is in this contract an escalation clause that provides if the 
coal moves by this cheaper method the Atomic Energy Commission 
will be furnished power at a reduced cost, depending of course on the 
total savings from this movement of 1,750,000 tons. That, too, repre- 
sents a direct sav ing to the Federal Government. 

On those two movements alone—the Tennessee Valley Authority 
and the Atomic Energy Commission—the savings which will directly 
accrue to the Federal Government will in themselves be suflicient to 
approximately equal or even exceed the annual cost of the overall im- 
provement on the Green River. It is true that the replacement of the 
two locks will do a great deal to remedy an intolerable situation from 
the navigation point of view. However, the lack of dredging insutli- 
cient width at the bends, and lack of fender protection will cause 
extreme difficulties to navigation. 

We have estimated that about 45 percent of the year there will be 
water of 9 feet or greater on the Green River. However, for the 
remaining 55 percent of the year a controlling depth of 7144 feet will 
govern, which will require navigation interests to load their barges 
light and reduce the savings that would ultimately accrue both to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The lack of widened bends at about five points on the Green River 
would cause additional hazards to navigation and slow down their 
operations, Finally, the bridge protection that we recommend on 
the four railroad bridges will materially reduce what otherwise would 
be a definite hazard to navigation. 

The Chief of Engineers has recommended that the improvements 
which I have discussed be adopted by the Congress. ‘Those recom- 
mendations were furnished to the State of Kentucky end they con- 
curred with them. 

The Bureau of the Budget has received the recommendation and I 
should like to read a portion of the Bureau of the Budget’s letter, 
This is on page 2 of the report. 

It is noted that the economic justification for the recommended improvement 
is based primarily on realization of a prospective average annual movement of 
2,250,000 tons of coal over the waterway. However, the volume of this com- 
merce may be adversely affected by other sources of supply available to present 
and prospective consumers of coal from the Green River Basin. Accordingly, 
the economic justification for the improvement, if authorized by the Congress, 
should be reexamined and a current evaluation submitted to this Bureau before 
appropriations are requested for initiation of construction. 

Subject to the above comment, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to advise you that there would be no objection to the submission 
of the proposed report to the Congress, 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that that has been complied with in 
connection with the submission of the budget request for fiscal Shap 
1955, as well as the supplemental request. The movement of coal on 
the Green River to the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Atomic 
Energy Commission is definitely assured if the river is approved. 

I should like also to read an extract from the letter of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, which is found on page 11 of the report. 

You will recall in our testimony we estimated 214 million tons of 
coal would move on this waterway. We recognize this is an extremely 
conservative estimate and I believe the comments of the Tennessee 





456 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Valley Authority are very enlightening on that subject. Iam reading 
now from their letter on page 11 of the : report. 


I do wish to bring attention to one point, however. In its report ENGBR 827 
(Green and Barren Rivers, Ky.), dated April 21, 1953, page 4, paragraph 9, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has evaluated benefits to be 
derived from navigational improvements of the Green River on the basis of 
“* * * the more definitely assured sum of 2,250,000 tons * * *” of coal 
per year rather than an estimated 5,280,000 tons as indicated by the district 
and division engineers. Presumably, the 2,250,000-ton figure is a rounded figure 
consisting of the 500,000 tons to be shipped to the TVA steam plant at Johnson- 
ville, Tenn., under an existing contract with the Southern Coal Co., and the 
1,780,000 tons to be shipped to the steam-electric plants of the Ohio Valley 
Electric Corp. supplying power to the Atomic Energy Commission’s Portsmouth, 
Ohio, plant. If this is correct, I wish to point out that the figure of 500,000 
tons to be shipped to the TVA is quite low. 

In a letter, dated January 23, 1953, written by Mr. R. A. Kampmeier, TVA’s 
Assistant Manager of Power, to the Louisville district engineer, a copy of which 
was sent to the Board of E ngineers for Rivers and Harbors, it was stated that 
with improved navigation on the Green River, mines in that vicinity probably 
will supply TVA at least 2 million tons of coal a year by 1956. We feel that 
this estimate remains reasonably accurate. 

The Board of Engineers in computing benefits, used only the 
500,000 tons of coal for the Tennessee Valley Authority which, as is 
implied by the Tennessee Valley Authority’s letter, is extremely 
conservative. 

I should like also to read an extract from the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission’s letter, which is found on page 14 of the report. I quote now 
from their letter dated May 27, 1953: 

In our letter of February 26, 1953, we expressed the Commission’s interest in 
this project because of the savings that will result to the Government in con- 
nection with the purchase of electric energy for operation of the Commission’s 
facilities. We are pleased to find that your report and the others referred to 
above are favorable for a project to improve navigation on the Green River 
that will make possible large savings in the cost of electric energy for the AEC 
program. Once this new source of coal is available additional savings of the 
same type should be possible when the power suppliers negotiate or take bids 
for additional coal or for new contracts to replace existing coal contracts, 

Based on the original project document—and I am confining my 
discussion this morning to the channel dredging and fender system for 
the bridges—the cost of that work was estimated to be $3,310,000. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show a total cost of $3,434,000. 

Based on that revised cost, the annual charges are $149,000, of 
which $25,000 represents increased maintenance costs. 

The annual benefits for just this increment of the project are esti- 
mated at 1.8 to 1. 

Local cooperation required for this Pree of the prorect is the 
furnishing of lands, easements and rights-of-way; and to hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
and maintenance of improvements. Local interests have indicated a 
willingness to comply with those items of local cooperation. Based 
on the benefits that will accrue as a result of this improvement, the 
Chief of Engineers recommends that it be authorized. 

Mr. Anoetxt. Is there any money contribution by non-Federal 
people ¢ 

Colonel Miine. For projects of this type local contribution in the 
form of money is not required. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions on my left? 
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Mr. Mack. What is the installed capacity of steam plants now 
operating in the Tennessee Valley ? 

Coloney Mune. I do not know, Mr. Mack, and I doubt that our 
report would show it. We can find out and furnish it to you. (The 
information appears on page 22.) 

Mr. Mack. Are there still unexpended authorizations for work on 
steam plants there? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir; I believe there are some plants that are 
presently under construction. That is, the existing plants are being 
increased in c¢ 4: acity, but I cannot be positive about that. 

Mr. Mack. How much coal does it take to create a kilowatt of 
electricity, or how many kilowatts of electricity are produeed per ton 
of coal used ? 

General Irscuner. It takes very approximately 1 pound of coal to 
produce 1 kilowatt hour of electricity, with a modern steam plant such 
as they have at TVA. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, General. That is all. 

Mr. ANGELL. Colonel, let me ask you what is the major construction 
in this project which totals $3 million ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The major construction in the project we are asking 
authorization for this morning would be the dredging. The dredging 
cost is estimated at $2,654,000, and the fender system for the four 
bridges is estimated at $780,000. 

Mr. Aneetx. Are those railroad bridges ? 

Colonel Mitne. The four bridges are. Three are owned by the 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad and the fourth by the Illinois Central. 

Mr. Ancet. Would the cost of the reconstruction be on the Federal 
Government ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. The provision of a fender system would 
be to protect ane and not the bridges. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any highway bridges? 

Colonel Mite. There are four over the river. They have suffi- 
cient width and height, and no remedial works are required. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any dams to be constructed ¢ 

Colonel Mine. Under the authorization we are discussing this 
morning, no, sir. There is only one dam to be completely constructed 
and it has alres idy been authorized under the 1909 act. 

Mr. AnGeLt. It covers a distance of some 347 miles, you say ? 

Colonel Munn. The presently improved Green River runs for 340 
miles, but the actual improvements that have been done to date extend 
about 170 miles. The project we are discussing this morning would 
involve navigation from the mouth to mile 103. 

Mr. Ancett. The portion that is marked in black on the map is 
already improved ? 

Colonel Muzne. The portion marked in black is the existing canal- 
ized portion. In our study of the overall Green River we ‘did not 
recommend any improvements beyond the limits of pool No. 2 

Mr. Ancett. What is the controlling depth ? 

Colonel Mizne. The controlling depth of the existing project is 
over the lock sills, and it is 6 feet. 

Mr. Anoetxu. Will that be the controlling depth when the construc- 
tion is completed ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. When the new locks are built the controlling depth 
over the lock sills will provide for 9-foot navigation, but there will be 
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this rock ledge at mile 80 in pool 2, which has a controlling depth of 
\4, feet. We are requesting authority to dredge that to 9 feet. 

Mr. Anceti. How many locks will have to be constructed ? 

Colonel Mitne. Two locks will be constructed. Locks 1 and 2, and 
one dam. 

Mr. Anoewu. It is largely used for barge traffic? 

Colonel Mirtne. It will be entirely barge traffic, sir. 

Mr. Anoeti. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

Mr. Warts. I would like to ask a question. 

Colonel, as I understand the situation, the two dams, the one that is 
to be built and the one to be modernized have already been authorized 
and money was appropriated in the first supplemental appropriation 
bill that recently passed the House, and they started to work on them. 
Is that right? 

Colonel Mitne. I know the supplemental bill is before the House. 
I do not know whether it has been passed. 

Mr. Warrs. There is money contained in that supplemental bill to 
start the construction work on that dam ? 

Colonel Miine. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. AnceLL. How much? 

Mr. Warts. $800,000. The purpose of this authorization is to make 
feasible the use of the stream in connection with these two dams that 
are being built. 

Colonel Mitne. That is right, s 

Mr. Warts. In other words, if you a put the new dams in with sills os 
9 feet, unless you remove that ridge and do some other work there you 
will not have the full use of the stream commensurate with what the 
dams and locks will carry. Is that correct? 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Warts. In other words, to get the overall advantage of the 
whole stream with the dams and locks you have to do this additional 
work you are talking about ? 

Colonel Miinr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is all. 

Mr. Ancexi. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Nrau. Colonel, may I ask this question: You are only attempt- 
ing now to improve the river navigation to a complete 9-foot stage 
with your present locks and dredging up to 100 miles? 

Colonel Mitne. Up to mile 103, sir. 

Mr. Nea. How nearly does that reach the heart of the coalfields? 

Colonel Mune. The heart of the western Kentucky coalfields ex- 
tends from mile 50 to mile 150, with the greatest producing area 
contained in the reach between mile 50 and mile 108. So to answer 
your question perhaps a little more specifically, the improvement will 
tap the major producing area of the western Kentucky coalfields. 

Mr. Neat. Now. the original cost of these dams I believe you placed 
at around $18 million ? 

Colonel Mitne. You mean the dams? 

Mr. Neat. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Mitne. The two locks and dams that are contained in the 
present appropriation request will cost approximately $14 million. 

Mr. Neat. I understand this is authorized not as a project which 
would be taken as an original project, but you go back to your 1909 
law, which justifies your repairing dams. Is that right? 
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Colonel Miinr. To repair or replace. 

Mr. Neau. Does it say that you can replace them ? 

Colonel Mizner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neat. Then it does not define it as to whether you replace a 
dam of 6-foot draft or 9-foot draft. It does not qualify it in any 
respect at all? 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. 

Mr. Neat. In other words, the 1909 act gives you this authority 
without much question. We grant that. You are pretty familiar 
with this. How far is it from the mouth of the Green River to the 
new plant that is being constructed by the Ohio Valley Electric 
Co. down in Indiana? 

Colonel Mine. From the source of supply on the Green River to 
the plant at Madison the average barge haul would be 313 miles. 

Mr. Neat. What is the distance then from Madison, where this 
plant is now, let us say, to the mouth of the Big Sandy River? 

Colonel Mine. I would estimate that from the Madison plant to 
the Big Sandy would be in the neighborhood of 250 miles. 

Mr. Neat. Not more than that and perhaps a little less than that? 

a Mitne. It could be. 

Mr. Neau. Yes. Now we are getting into the economics of this 
thing. | 

Recognizing the fact that in eastern Kentucky and in southern 
West Virginia there are many, many mines that are already in pro- 
duction, and many of them that are being closed for want of markets, 
my point is this: What extra cost would there be entailed if the 
Tennessee Valley Authority for example, picked up coal at the mouth 
of the Big Sandy and carried it down to your Indiana plant, which 
would be ‘cheaper than bringing it upstream from the mouth of the 
Green River? Then, on the other hand, if you are going to take coal 
at the mouth of the Big Sandy or the mouth of the Kanawha, or 
the tip of the Huntington area, and ship it down the Tennessee 
or up the Tennessee, what would you estimate would be the addi- 
tional cost of shipping coal that extra distance from the already 
developed coal fields? 

Colonel Miinr. If we take the first situation you mentioned of 
the Big Sandy, under present conditions on the Big Sandy it is im- 
possible to move coal. 

Mr. Neat. We can understand that. I am only taking the Big 
Sandy River as a point of beginning for ratemaking reasons. 

Colonel Mitne. From the mouth? 

Mr. Neat. Yes, sir. I think you have about three coal companies 
that bring coal from the mines into the Huntington area now and 
transport it down the river by barge. 

Colonel Mritnz. You can assume, Mr. Neal, that the cost of trans- 
porting coal on the Ohio, once it has been loaded on barges, would 
run around 3 mills per ton-mile. 

Mr. Neat. That would amount to approximately how much a ton, 
would you say ? 

Colonel Mixne. Let us assume it is 250 miles. That means it would 
be 75 cents a ton. 
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Mr. Neax. 75 cents a ton. What would you estimate the total cost 
of carrying it from the head of the Green River improvement down 
that valley ? 

Colonel Mitne. We estimate to carry it from the Green River, that 

from the mines on the Green River to the mouth of the Green 
River would run around 3.3 mills a ton-mile, and when it gets on the 
Ohio it would run 3 mills a ton-mile. The cost by water from the 
mines to Madison, Ind., would be $1.04 a ton. 

Mr. Nea. $1.04 a ton. Of course, all of this coal that you are 
moving by water would be carried by rail or some other means of 
transportation from the docks on the Tenneseee River at the head of 
the Tennessee to the various plants ? 

Colonel Mitne. Not necessarily, sir. For example, on the Green 
River the coal there—the bulk of the produced coal that would utilize 
an improved Green River lies in a band 5 miles on either side of the 
river. Many of the mine owners are making provision to belt that 
from the mines to the river. 

Mr. Neat. That is true of the source of the coal, but I am speaking 
of the terminal distribution of that coal. 

Colonel Mine. I believe a number of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority plants on both the Cumberland and the Tennessee Rivers are 
physically located on the river and there would not be a rail haul. 

Mr. Neau. It would not necessitate an additional cost? 

Colonel Miine. Only the terminal handling cost to take it from the 
barge to the plant. It would not necessarily involve a rail haul. 

Mr. Neau. Let me ask one other question in respect to the economics 
of this situation. Is this not an area that has heretofore been a non- 
union operated section of development ? 

Colonel Miine. The western Kentucky coal fields? 

Mr. Neau. Yes. 

Colonel Miine. I am not familiar with whether or not they are 
unionized. I could not answer that. 

Mr. Neat. I believe there is a movement at this time, and this is 
the area where formerly most of the coal has been mined as a non- 
union operated procedure, to put all of this section of mines under 
union. Is that so, Mr. Watts? 

Mr. Warts. I do not know. It seems to me that part of the agree- 
ment is already under union, is it not? If I am not mistaken it is. 

Mr. Neat. I am not quite certain about it. 

Mr. Warts. I amsure itis. It is not my section of the State. I took 
an active part in it last year, you remember, when we were discussing 
the two dams since their Congressman at that time died and there was 
not anyone here representing , thi at section. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Mine. If I might further elaborate on one of my answers 
to Mr. Neal and perhaps clarify these cost figures, first of all we as- 
sumed it is 250 miles from the mouth of the Big Sandy to Madison, 
and I have not been able to verify that. But ‘the cost I gave you, 
assuming the mileage is correct, of 75 cents a ton only represents the 
movement on the Ohio. The cost of the coal movement from the Green 
River to Madison that I gave you of $1.04 a ton included the movement 
on the Green River, not “just ‘from the mouth of the Green River, but 
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the entire movement from its source to its destination. It does not, 
of course, include terminal handling charges. 

Mr. Neat. $1.04. 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neau. And that represents a distance of around 400-and-some 
miles. 

Colonel Miine. That represents a distance of 313 miles. 

Mr. Nea. A total distance of 313 miles? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neau. As against distances from the mouth of the Big Sandy 
to this plant at Madison of around 150 miles and from the mouth of 
the Big Sandy to Cincinnati, and Madison is 40 miles down the river? 

Colonel Miine. I would say it is a good 40. 

Mr. Neau. I believe that is all I want to ask right now. 

General IrscuNner. I would like to answer some questions asked by 
Mr. Mack a while ago. He asked about the amount of power that the 
Tennessee Valley Authority had. They have under construction or 
completed 6,800,000 kilowatts of installed capacity, of which 3,200,000 
kilowatts is steam and 3 million 

Mr. Mack. How much steam ? 

General IrscHNer. 3,200,000 kilowatts of steam and 3,600,000 of 


hydro. Of those amounts 3,700,000 kilowatts were under construction 


1 year ago, so I am not sure just how much has been completed since 
that time. 

Mr. Neau. There is one other question I want to ask you, Colonel. 
With the river at its present level, you say about 50 percent or 55 


percent of the time you would not have water enough in this stream 
to carry on your 9- foot stage of operation. Are you sure you have a 
2-months supply of water to operate the 9-foot locks and dams ? 

“Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. We are not ch: anging, in the construction 
of the two dams, the pool elevation one bit. The pool elevation will 
be axactly the same as it is under the old project. The controlling 
depth with the existing project is occasioned by the relatively low 
sills on the existing locks. You might say the « ontrolling depth with 
the new locks would be the rock ridge i in the vicinity of Smallhouse 
Bridge, which is 714 feet under low water. However there would be 
adequate water at all times of the year to provide 9 feet of navigation 
if this ledge were taken out. 

Mr. Warts. I believe you said the benefit-cost ratio was 1.8 to 1? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. And you further made the statement that this would 
reduce the price of coal to the Federal Government by 32 cents? 

Colonel Mixer. 36 cents for the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 32 
cents, as I recall it, for the Madison plant. 

Mr. Warts. 36 and 32 cents, respectively ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. That would be the cheapest source of coal those two 
plants could get? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is all. 

Mr. ANcEeLL. We have with us this morning a very distinguished 
group from Kentucky in addition to our own distinguished member 
of the committee, Congressman Watts. We have Senators Cooper and 
Clements and Congressmen Gregory and Natcher. 
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I am going to ask my colleague on the committee, Mr. Watts, to 
introduce these distinguished gentlement and call on them for such 
remarks as they may wish to make. 

Mr. Warrs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it gives 
me a great deal of pleasure to welcome so many of my fine and dis- 
tinguished colleagues today before this committee. It looks like i 
is beginning to be a Kentucky day over here. 

I am very pleased to have our senior Senator, Senator Clements, and 
our junior Senator, Senator Cooper, here, as well as my colleague, Mr. 
Gregory, who is a member of the important Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the House, as well as our newest and one of our finest mem- 
bers, Mr. Natcher. So I am sure if you will call on them they will 
tell you the whole story of this project. 

Mr. ANGELL. Senator Clements, we will be very glad to hear from 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Senator CLEMENTs. I appear here this morning in support of the 
statement made by Colonel Milne. I am not going to pass without 
saying he has made a fine statement. He has covered the ground 
fully. I hesitate to take up the committee’s time in repeating some 
of the things he has said in this fine statement. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask the privilege of 
submitting a statement to the committee. 

Mr. ANGELL. The statement will be received and you may make 
any additional comments you desire. 

(The prepared statement of Senator Clements is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR CLEMENTS SUPPORTING SUPPLEMENTARY CHANNEL 
ENLARGEMENT AND APPURTENANT IMPROVEMENTS ON THE GREEN River, Ky. 


This project is for the improvement of navigation on the Green River, Ky. 
It is supplementary and vital to the successful operation of a much larger 
project; the reconstruction of locks and dams Nos, 1 and 2 on the Green River. 

Although the reconstruction of locks and dams Nos. 1 and 2 is authorized 
under the River and Harbor Act, approved March 3, 1909, additional congres- 
sional authorization is required for supplementary channel enlargement and ap- 
purtenant improvements. 

These channel improvements can be justified on the basis of their necessity 
to the larger project of reconstructing locks and dams. There is, however, an 
urgency which makes it extremely important that this supplementary work be 
authorized in this session of Congress. 

The entire project, locks, dams, and channel improvements will be self- 
liquidating through savings to the Government on power contracts alone. Since 
the channel improvement project, which is under consideration here, is de- 
pendent upon the larger project involving reconstruction of the locks and dams 
it would be appropriate to briefly examine the larger project. 

The purpose of the entire project is to permit modern large-sized tugs and 
barges to be operated on the Green River. By so doing, low-cost water trans- 
portation may be used to haul coal from the rich coal fields along the Green 
River. Herein lies a method whereby this project can be made to pay for 
itself, through savings to the AEC on its power contracts. The Ohio Valley 
Electric Corp. and the TVA, both of whom are power suppliers for the AEC 
installations at Paducah and at Portsmouth, strongly favor the use of coal from 
the Green River area. Coal from this area is ideally suited for use in the 
generating plants of both suppliers. More important, this coal will cost less 
than coal obtainable elsewhere if locks and dams Nos. 1 and 2 are reconstructed 
and modernized so that cheaper transportation is available. 
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Chairman Lewis L. Strauss of the AEC has estimated the savings to the 
\DC over a 15-year period, from the use of coal in the Green River area. On 
the basis of 15-year coal contracts for 1,780,000 (plus or minus 10 percent) 
tons per year with the Ohio Valley Electric Corp., the savings amount to 
$8,500,000. The TVA estimates it will purchase annually at least 3,000,000 tons 
of Green River area coal over the length of the project at a savings of approxi- 
mately 30¢ per ton, if navigation is improved. Approximately 62 percent of 
the TVA power output from Shawnee will go to ABC, Paducah facilities. There- 
fore, a large portion of the $900,000 per year savings to TVA from the Green 
River canalization will be passed on to the AEC in the form of lower cost 
electrical power. 

The river and harbor board has very conservatively estimated total annual 
benefits of $1,207,000. The engineers office at Cincinnati determined the benefit 
cost ratio at 2.3 which was reduced to 1.51 by the river and harbor board, in 
stating that the improyement is economically justified. 

It is necessary that reconstruction work commence this spring as definite 
coal procurement contracts must be effected by August 1, 1954, with first deliveries 
scheduled for April 1956. With a period of 2 years required for completion 
of the project, it means that unless work is under way soon, alternative sources 
of expensive coal will of necessity have to be selected. 

In his budget recently submitted to Congress, the President of the United 
States has requested $5,400,000 to initiate construction of locks and dams Nos. 1 
and 2. The President has further asked that a supplemental appropriation be 
made so that work can be started on this high priority project in the current 
fiscal year. 

If construction of this project can be initiated now, the project can be made 
to more than pay for itself from the savings to AEC and TVA on coal. costs 
alone. Also, of interest at this particular time, is the tremendous economic 
boost that would be given to an area of severe economic dislocation. 

The improvements being considered here consist of widening and deepening 
of the channel of Green River from its mouth at the Ohio River to mile 103, 
to a depth of 9 feet, and a width of 200 feet, with suitable widening of the bends, 
and constructing guide fenders and cells at four bridges with estimated cost 
of $3,358,000 for construction, $50,000 for aids to navigation, and $25,000 for 
additional annual operation and maintenance. 

Secretary of the Army, Stevens has stated “In so far as economic feasibility 
is concerned, the two phases are interdependent, and the benifit cost ratio 
presented in the project report applies to the parts as well as to the system.” 

For these reasons and in order to take advantage of this self-liquidating 
opportunity, which may be forever lost if not acted upon here, it is respectfully 
urged that the committtee authorize improvement of the channel and other 
navigational aids necessary to this project. 

Senator CLements. I would like to say to Mr. Neal on the point of 
unionization of the coalfields that he is correct in his statement that 
there has been considerable nonunion coal mined in some parts of 
western Kentucky. It happens that it is not in the immediate terri- 
tory that is served by the Green River. 

I would also call to his attention that since a transfer of the stock 
in that company in late months it has all of the appearance of becom- 
ing a unionized property. 

Mr. Neat. That is farther west, Senator? 

Senator CLements. That is correct. 

This river drains an area or serves an area that does not reach 
over into Hopkins County. Most of the coal that will be supplied 
by the modernization of this river will come out of Muhlenberg 
County, and come out of Ohio County. Some part of Hopkins County 
might have movements of coal toward it, but it will not cover that 
area that my friend from West Virginia has in mind. 

I would be delighted, Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions in 
connection with this that the members of the committee might care 
to ask me. 
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Mr. ANGELL. Are there any questions of the Senator? 

Senator CLements. I will make one other statement, Mr. Chairman. 
This is an emergency, as was stated to the committee a year ago, when 
you were so very kind as to authorize your chairman to sign a letter 
which suggested that the reconstruction of the locks and dams would 
come under the 1909 act. Cert: ainly there is every justification in here. 
It is not a question of drawing on our imagination. The contracts 
that are now in existence will make this a selfliquidating project 
within 15 years and sooner. 

Mr. AnGeti. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Cooper, the commttee is very glad to have you here and 
we would be happy to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Senator Coorrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
first want to thank this committee for the chance to appear before it 
in support of this project. I appreciate very much the kind observa- 
tions of my colleague, Congressman Watts, when he declared this a 
kind of Kentucky day. 

As my colleague, Senator Clements, has said, this committee is 
familiar with this project. Colonel Milne has given its details. I 
appear in support of the project and I will file a statement. 

Mr. AnGex.t. The statement will be received, without objection. 

(The statement of Senator Cooper is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SHERMAN COOPER ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE GREEN RIveR, Ky. 


I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to testify in support 
of this measure, which would authorize $3,484,000 for the improvement of the 
Green River channel in Kentucky. 

The sum of $3,434,000 is a part of the total cost of the improvement of the 
first 103 miles of the Green River including the modification and improvement 
of locks and dams Nos. 1 and 2, the total cost estimated being approximately 
$17 million. Last year this committee and the Senate Committee on Public 
Works authorized the modification and improvement of the locks and dams under 
the act of 1909. Later, upon aproval of the Corps of Engineers and the Secre- 
tary of War, that portion of work was fully authorized. As you know, the 
President has recommended that $5,400,000 be appropriated to enlarge locks 
and dams 1 and 2. , 

The dredging of the channel to a point 103 miles above the mouth of the 
Green River, the widening of bends in the river, and the construction of a 
fender system on the four railway bridges which expand the river, could not 
be properly and legally made under the act of 1909, and authorization by act of 
Congress is necessary. Even if the locks and dams are modified, reconstructed 
and improved, the project cannot be complete until the work under this authriza- 
tion is completed. I am informed by the Corps of Engineers that 45 percent 
of the 103 miles bas a channel depth of 9 feet, but at low levels 55 percent of the 
distance has a channel averaging only 7% feet. For the proper operation of the 
entire project, a constant channel depth of 9 feet is needed. The @redging 
proposed under this act would provide such depth. 

This authorization is important for national as well as local reasons. I 
am sure that the committee is familiar with the unique nature of this naviga- 
tion and flood control project. It is, I believe, the only project in the budget 
whose cost will be returned directly to the Government of the United States. 

The facts are these: The Green River flows into the Ohio River. Along the 
Ohio River and not too far from the Green River Valley, are three plants operated 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. Power used by these plants is to be sup- 
plied, in part, by the Ohio Valley Blectric Corp. The Ohio Valley Electric 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 465 


Corp., of course, buys coal for its steam plants, to produce the needed power. 
It can secure coal from the Green River Valley at a price about 38 cents a 
ton lower than from any other source. This saving will be reflected in the 
cost of the power sold to the Atomic Energy Commission. 

A letter from the Atomic Energy Commission appears in the general letter 
from the Secretary of the Army regarding the project, and in this letter, the 
Atomic Pnergy Commission states that their needs for the three projects at 
Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth will be approximately 22 million tons 
annually; an amount approximately equivalent to the tonnage that the Corps 
of Engineers had used in calculating the cost benefit ratio. 

If this appropriation is made and work can get underway before August 1, 
1954, the saving in price of coal will accrue directly to the United States through 
the Atomic Energy Commission. It has been estimated that this saving alone 
will pay for the entire cost of the project, $17 million. Of course, there will 
be other benefits, with whieh you are also familiar. 

These facts were recognized by the Senate Committee on Public Works and 
the House Committee on Public Works last year, when they recommended to 
the Corps of Engineers that the project be authorized under the act of 1909. It 
had not been authorized until that time. 

The Secretary of War, Mr. Stevens, acted upon their recommendation and 
the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers and approved the project. Later 
in July 1953, the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate, recom- 
mended to the Corps of Engineers that $100,000 of their funds be used for 
final planning so that this project could get under way. 

The President of the United States, in his message, named this project specif- 
ically. The message of the President further stated that he intended to send 
to the Congress a supplemental message asking that funds be made immediately 
available so that work could be started in this fiscal year, before July 1. 

I have taken your time in detailing these steps to point out the unusual 
situation that exists with respect to the Green River project. Upon these facts, 
and the recognition of its importance by ‘the Public Works Committees and the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate, the Corps of Engineers, 
the Secretary of War, the Bureau of the Budget, and the President of the United 
States, I urge the committee to authorize this project in order that it will make 
possible the full usefulness of the Green River project. 

Senator Coorrer. I would like to direct one comment toward the 
observations of my good friend, Congressman Neal. When he was 
speaking of the possibility of supplying coal from the Big Sandy 
Valley to this project, I think the Congressman knows that we have 
a comparable interest in the Big Sandy project. Over on the Senate 
side my colleage, Senator Clements, and I have introduced a bill which 
asks for the authorization of the Big Sandy project. We are tremen- 
dously interested in its authorization and in the subsequent appropri- 
ation for its construction. I would like to point out, though, that 
there cannot be any conflict between these two projects. We are deal- 
ing here with a situation which is ready for action. Either this ap- 
propriation will be made and the work started in the Green River 

‘alley or there will be no contract for coal in the Green River 
Valley ; but if we fail, the contract will not then go to the Big Sandy 
Valley. It will go to some other area. If this appropriation is not 
made the contract which must be settled, in August, will not be in 
force and effect, and then the coal will not be supplied from the Big 
Sandy either, but from some other place. 

Standing between a supply of coal from the Big Sandy Valley to 
the Ohio V ralley Electric Corporation are the matters of authorization 
of appropriations and of construction, all which will be several years 
in the making. 

I would just like to say to my good friend, Congressman Neal, 
that I hope we can join our efforts towards the authorization of the 
Big Sandy and towards its construction. I am certain that it can be 
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done, and at some future date that there will be a good market for 
that coal. 

We are dealing now with a situation which is with us. So I do 
respectfully urge that this committee take favorable action on this 
project. 

Mr. Ancexti. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Cooper. I thank the committee. 

Mr. AnceLL. Mr. Watts, do you have any questions of the Senator ? 

Mr. Warts. No, sir. 

Mr. AnceLt. Do any members of the committee have any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, Representative Natcher, we will be glad to 
hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Narcuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to join with Colonel W. D. Milne and Senator Clements 
and Senator Cooper and my good friend, Noble Gregory, the Repre- 
sentative of the First Congressional District, at this time in making 
this request. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to compliment Colonel 
W. D. Milne and the gentlemen that worked with him on this project. 
These men have been unusually efficient and faithful, and I think the 
Federal Government should be proud to have men in the Corps of 
Engineers of the Army such as these gentlemen who are here this 
morning. 

Mr. Chairman, this project and this matter has been under con- 
sideration for a number of years. I take great pleasure in joining 
with Senator Cooper and Senator Clements in this matter. It is a 
matter, Mr. Chairman, that all of the members of the Kentucky 
delegation have worked together on. It is a matter that is approved 
by the President of the United States, by the Army Engineers, and by 
the entire Kentucky delegation. It means a lot to the Federal Gov- 
ernment; it means a lot to the Commonwealth of Kentucky; it means 
a lot to the Second Congressional District. 

Mr. Chairman, this project takes place in the Green River Valley, 
to me probably the most beautiful valley in the world. It is a wonder- 
ful project. It means a lot to the Federal Government. It is a con- 
siderable saving for one thing, on the coal that goes down the Green 
River into the Ohio. 

I desire at this time, Mr. Chairman, to file a short statement and 
join with my colleagues in making a request for your favorable con- 
sideration of the project. 

Mr. Anceti, Thank you. 

Without objection, the statement will be received. 

(The statement of Mr. Natcher is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM H. NATCHER OF THE SECOND 
CONGRESSIONAL Distr°ct oF KENTUCKY 


Green River is improved for navigation by means of a system of locks and 
fixed dams. There are 6 locks and dams on this particular river, with lock and 
dam No. 1 located at Spottsville, Ky., and lock and dam No. 2 located at Rumsey, 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 467 


Ky. These 2 locks and dams are to be reconstructed pursuant to appropriation 
of $5,400,000 set forth in the budget for the fiscal year 1955, and $800,000 supple- 
mental appropriation to be used for the fiscal year 1954, beginning the reconstruc- 
tion of said 2 locks and dams. 

The Corps of Engineers consider Green River navigable for a distance of some 
103 miles from its mouth. The elevation of the river bed to the mouth is 
approximately 320 feet above main sea level, while the banks at this particular 
point have an average elevation of 365 feet. Green River rises in Lincoln County, 
Kentucky, and flows 370 miles westwardly and northwestwardly to the Ohio River 
some 7 miles northeast of Evansville, Ind. 

Green River connects with Ohio River Canalization project, which in turn 
connects with the Mississippi River. 

On December 11, 1954, I had the pleasure of making an inspection trip on 
Green River beginning at Rumsey, Ky., and extending down to the mouth of the 
river. Col. W. D. Milne, district engineer, was in charge of the inspection party 
and all members of the inspection party could see the true condition of the river. 
Many slips and slides have taken place in the last few years making navigation 
hazardous and almost impossible. The Government has attempted to keep the 
middle channel as clear as possible, but all along the river beginning at Rumsey, 
Ky., and extending to the mouth one finds many slips and slides which should be 
removed. Reconstruction of locks and dams Nos. 1 and 2 will permit millions of 
tons of coal to move down Green River at a great saving to the Federal Govern- 
ment for use at the atomic energy plants and electric power plants along the Ohio 
and Cumberland Rivers. It is imperative that the channel be cleared in order 
to permit navigation down Green River. Under the plans of the Army engineers 
the two locks and dams that are to be reconstructed and a channel 9 feet in depth 
and 200 feet in width will be maintained and all slips and slides cleared from the 
river for a distance of some 103 miles. 

This work should be authorized and is of vital importance to the Federal 
Government, the Second Congressional District and to the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Watts, do you have any questions of the 
Congressman ? 

Mr. Warts. No questions. 

Mr. Anceti. Do other members of the committee have any 
questions 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetxi. We thank you. 

Congressman Gregory, we would be glad to hear from you if you 
care to be heard on this project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NOBLE J. GREGORY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Gregory. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement, 
but I would like the privilege of submitting one in the immediate 
future. I am glad to join in what my able colleague, Congressman 
Watts, said is a Kentucky day, and to join with my colleagues from 
the Senate and my colleague in the House, Congressman Natcher, in 
endorsing this fine project, which I consider a self-liquidating project. 

I heartily endorse the testimony of the gentleman who preceded 
me, and I too want to compliment Colonel Milne on his able presenta- 
tion and the thorough study he has given to the project. 

Thank you so much, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Congressman. 

We have with us as a witness Mr. Harry Dyer of Nashville, Tenn. 

Is Mr. Dyer here? 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Dyer is here on the Cumberland 
River project, which follows this. 
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Mr. Anceutt. Does Mr. Pollard White desire to be heard on this 


prt ct ¢ . ! ‘ 
Mr. Priest. He is also here for the Cumberland River project. 


Mr. Anceti. Mr. Priest, do you desire to be heard on this project? 

Mr. Priest. No, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any other witnesses who desire to be 
heard on this project ? 

(No response. ) 


Mr. Nea. Mr. Chairman, may I ask permission to have the oppor- 
tunity to place a statement in the record if I so desire ¢ 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, that will be granted. 

(A statement has been submitted for the record by the Illinois Cen- 
tral Railroad Co. and Louisville and Nashville Railroad Co., as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF POSITION OF RAIL CARRIERS, ILLINOIS CENTRAL RAILROAD Co. AND 
LOUISVILLE & NASHVILLE RAILROAD Co., RESPECTING RECOMMENDATION OF BoaRpD 
OF ENGINEERS FoR RIVERS AND HARBORS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE GREEN RIVER 
IN KENTUCKY 


At the outset it should be made clear that if the Illinois Central Railroad Co. 
and the Louisville & Nashville Railroad Co. could hope for the realization 
of even a substantial portion of the pictured results which the improvement of 
Green River would bring about we would be here advocating the approval of the 
project. The development of the territory we serve is a serious factor in our 
self-interest. We are extremely interested in doing everything we can to stimu- 
late the coal industry, as well as other industries in our area. Study has re- 
vealed that this project will have the opposite effect on the territory as a whole. 

This project includes the rebuilding of locks Nos. 1 and 2 on the Green River 
as well as the deepening and widening of the channel of the Green River. This 
committee has previously determined that no additional project authorization 
was required for the rebuilding of locks Nos. 1 and 2, since authorization there- 
for is outstanding under section 6 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 8, 
1909. That particular aspect of this project is now pending before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on a plea for the allocation of funds to begin this 
aspect of the project. The railroads here concerned appeared before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee and urged their denial of these funds at this time. 

It is our view that the project as a whole and as well as the major part— 
the rebuilding of locks Nos. 1 and 2—should not be approved until the project 
in its entirety has received approval for the reason that the two proposed 
undertakings are inseparable according to Secretary of the Army Stevens. 

At the time that your committee determined that no additional authorization 
was needed for the rebuilding of locks Nos. 1 and 2 the matter was submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget and the Director thereof stated, in his letter of 
August 10, 1953, to the Secretary of the Army: 

“Accordingly, the economic justification for the improvement, if authorized 
by the Congress, should be reexamined and a current evaluation submitted to 
this Bureau before appropriations are requested for initiation of construction.” 

We understand that this subsequent reexamination was made and submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget and was predicated on the 2,250,000 tons of coal 
which it is alleged would move over this Green River if the construction 
sought is authorized. 

In testifying before this committee on February 26, 1954, on this same 
project, Col. W. D. Milne, of the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
quoted from the letter of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget above 
referred to on page 7 of his testimony. He pointed out that the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget has said: 

“It is noted that the economic justification for the recommended improvement 
is based primarily on realization of a prospective average annual movement 
of 2,250,000 tons of coal over the waterway.” 

In meeting the question raised by the Budget, Colonel Milne has this to say: 

“I might say, Mr. Chairman, that that (reexamination of the economic justi- 
fication of the project) has been complied with in connection with the sub- 
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mission of the budget request for fiscal year 1955, and the supplemental request. 
The movement of coal on the Green River to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
and the Atomic Energy Commission is definitely assured if the river is ap- 
proved.” (R. 7.) 


Colonel Milne further said: (R. 9) 


“The Board of Engineers, however, in computing their benefits, used only the 
500,000 tons of coal from the Tennessee Valley Authority.” 

This tonnage is the tonnage to be shipped “to the TVA steam plant at John- 
sonville,Tenn.” (R.8.) 

The other traffic used for the economic justification of this project is the 
1,780,000 tons to be shipped to the steam-electric plants of the Ohio Valley 
Electric Corp. supplying power to the Atomic Energy Commission’s Portsmouth, 
Ohio, plant. (R. 8-9.) 

The purpose of reciting this here is to show that: 

(a) This project is predicated primarily on alleged savings accruing from 
transportation costs; 

(b) The only transportation service seen as justifying this project is coal 
expected to move to the Ohio Valley Electric Corp. at Madison and to the TVA 
at Johnsonville. 

Our primary objection to the construction here proposed is that it is not 
economically justified. The foregoing was necessary to establish these factors. 
The following discussion will be divided into two parts, as follows: 

(a) While the project is purportedly justified on the basis of transportation 
savings alone, no such justification appears in the records presented to this 
committee; and 

(b) The area comprising western Kentucky, wherein lies the Green River, 
would be harmed rather than helped by this development. 


(A) While the project is purportedly justified on the basis of transportation 
savings alone, no such justification appears in the records presented to this 
committee 


It should be remembered that the alleged justification for this proposal is 
predicated solely upon savings in transportation costs. There are no flood con- 
trol, power development, etc., or other aspects to this project, which might 
properly influence the result. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in paragraph 9 of Senate 
Document 82, on page 20 thereof, indicated that the annual charges for the 
operation of this project would be $800,900. Colonel Milne in testifying before 
this committee utilized only two segments of traffic, i. e., the traffic to Madi- 
son, Ind., and Johnsonville, Tenn. The report of the district engineer estimated 
1,780,000 annual tons to the Madison plant. The district engineer estimated 
the lowest present cost to move that traffic as $1.95 and the river cost as $1.54 
It is strange that the comparison to arrive at a savings on this traffic is made 
with a nonexistent route over which the traffic will never move regardless of 
what happens. This coal tonnage to Madison will move via water in all events. 
As we will comment a little bit later, the traffic will move either from Yankee- 
town in Indiana by river to Madison or from the Green River mines by river 
to Madison. It will be noted that Chairman Gordon Dean of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, in his letter of May 27, 1953 (pp. 14 and 15 of S. Doe. 
82) to the Chief of Engineers, stated that the Ohio Valley Electric Corp. under 
the contracts which it already had entered into had authority to elect to au- 
thorize the suppliers to develop the Green River coal source of supply or to 
cevelop a more expensive coal source north of Boonville, Ind. Obviously, a 
proper comparison to arrive at a potential savings would logically be a com- 
parison of the cost by water from the Green River to Madison versus costs by 
water from the Indiana mines to Madison, even though such be nothing but 
a mathematical exercise. Yet it is superior to comparing the cost by water from 
Green River with the cost over a route which could not move any of the 
traffic under any conditions. 

Furthermore, there is positive and definite evidence that the transportation 
costs from the Green River area under any circumstances will be substantially 
greater than from the Indiana area, even with the proposed improvement of 
the Green River. That fact is present from the basis of water transportation 
costs set forth in the district engineer’s report. Therefore, the principal tonnage 
relied upon to produce the benefit cost ratio recited is highly questionable. 
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Turning now to the tonnage of the TVA, which is the only other tonnage relied 
upon by the engineers in economic justification of this project, described as a 
movement of 500,000 tons to the TVA plant at Johnsonville, Tenn.: The lowest 
present cost to Johnsonville for coal from the Green River area was shown as 
$1.64 per ton. (This was the lowest present cost at the time of the hearing 
before the engineers. As a matter of fact on February 1, 1954, this cost nad 
been reduced to $1.46 a ton.) The proposed river cost from the Green River 
mines to Johnsonville after this improvement goes into effect is $1.67. There- 
fore, at the time of the hearing, the available rail cost from the Green River 
mines to the Johnsonville TVA plant was 3 cents a ton under the proposed river 
cost and the actual cost by rail now from the Green River mines to the John- 
sonville, Tenn., TVA plant is 21 cents lower than the proposed river cost. There 
is no saving of any kind on this tonnage. 

It might be well to point out that the railroads showed in their presentation 
to the engineers that to the TVA plants at Shawnee, Johnsonville, Colbert, 
Widows Oreek and Gallatin there was in existence a rail rate lower in every 
single instance than the estimated river cost to those same plants from the same 
origins. 

The use of Green River coal, if that should materialize, and there is no 
assurance that it will so materialize, will have only the effect of substituting 
Green River coal of two producers in that area for coal from other origins. 
There is evidence in this record that these two producers have agreed to supply 
Madison, Ind., from Indiana sources unless they are given the option of selecting 
between that source and Green River. There are also statements in this record 
that the Bastern producers supply coal to the Ohio River points. There is also 
evidence in this record that the sale of excess energy to be produced at the 
Madison, Ind., plant will have the effect of curtailing the business of western 
Kentucky coal producers who are presently supplying generating plants in this 
area. Stated differently, this sale of excess power will have the effect of taking 
existing business from the land-locked mines in Kentucky. 


(B) The area comprising western Kentucky, wherein lies the Green River, 
would be harmed rather than helped by this development 

While the improvement as proposed, providing a 9 foot stage for 103 miles, 
would touch 7 counties, the coal lands lying within 5 miles of the river, which 
is the area depended upon by the engineers to supply the anticipated water ton- 
nage, is to be found only in Muhlenberg, Ohio, and McLean Counties. No mines 
of consequence are operated in the other counties within 5 miles of the river. 
Private and industrial engineers have extensively surveyed the area and have 
found it broken with faults and thus not suitable for development and produc- 
tion in the foreseeable future. 

In the coal-proven area in Muhlenberg, Ohio, and McLean Counties, the 
greatest coal acreages within 5 miles of the river are owned or under lease by 
two concerns. The owners of said properties are also owners of coal properties 
in Warwick County, Ind., who have negotiated a renewable 15-year contract 
for supplying the Madison, Ind., plant with its coal. 

Another coal property within 5 miles of the Green River, which has not been 
in production for over 20 years, is owned by an individual who, for years, has 
been the most active in support of promoting enlarged river facilities. 

The Kentucky property leased or owned by the two syndicates holding eon- 
tracts with Ohio Valley Electric Corp. would be further developed only if 
those concerns choose to supply Kentucky coal rather than Indiana coal. 
These two operators own land in Warwick County, Ind., and the coal they are 
to supply to Madison is to move to Yankeetown, Ind., a point on the Ohio 
River, thence via water to Madison, at a lower charge than can be made avail- 
able from their Green River operations, even if the Green River improvement, 
recommended by the Engineers, is carried out. In short, substantially the total 
effect of improving Green River would mean making available an option of 
shipping coal to Madison in 1,000-ton barges from either Indiana or Kentucky, 
but if from Kentucky only at a higher water transportation cost. 

The majority of active mines in the western Kentucky coalfield lie west of 
the Green River, and sufficiently west thereof to make it impracticable to 
transport coal overland at costs which, when combined with the water trans- 
portation charge, would produce total charges less than the all-rail rate. Thus, 
the recommended improvement would be of no advantage to these western 
Kentucky landlocked mines notwithstanding their coal reserves represent the 
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preponderant share of the total deposits in the field. Not only is that true, 
but giving to those several shippers on the Green River subsidized water trans- 
portation places landlocked mines, unable to utilize subsidized water trans- 
portation, in a much less favorable position than they now occupy in selling their 
coal in competition with all ohter producers in the very same field. 

The Madison steam plant is to be operated for the Government by associated 
utilities and such utilities will take the surplus, not consumed by the Atomic 
Energy Commission, for transmission to their regular patrons and, by that 
arrangement, the Madison surplus will displace energy presently generated at 
other plants by these same utilities now operating with western Kentucky 
coals. Thus, western Kentucky will lose orders for quantities equivalent to 
the surplus power manufactured at the Madison plant distributed by the 
separate utilities. 

The L. & N. Railroad and the Illinois Central serve the western Kentucky 
coal field. The L. & N.’s line, extending from Owensboro to Russellville, 
crosses Green River at Livermore and at Smallhaus and serves the river town 
of South Carrollton, as well as coal properties adjacent to the stream. The 
Illinois Central Railroad crosses the Green River at Rockport. 

In this river area there were produced and shipped in 1940 from 8 mines 
located on the L. & N. Railroad 33,460 carloads of coal, while in 11 months of 
1953 the number of active mines in the same area served by the L. & N. Railroad 
had been reduced to 3 which shipped only 17,358 carloads. 

Coal originating and shipped over the L. & N. from this area in 1940 repre- 
sented better than 58 percent of the total coal tonnage shipped via the L. & N. from 
the entire western Kentucky field while in the 11 months of 1953 coal shipped 
from the active mines in the same river area represented only 26.5 percent of 
the total L. & N. shipments for the entire field. 

The line of the L. & N. in the Green River area is little used except for coal 
tonnage; in fact, there is no other tonnage of consequences either originating 
or terminating on the line and this line is not used as an overhead line for 
movement of traffic between other sections of the system. Diversion to water 
of any considerable share of coal now being shipped by rail from these mines 
would immediately lessen the ability of that line to make expenses and return 
a profit. In those circumstances there would be no choice as to the course to 
be followed and abandonment of that line would be inevitable, resulting in loss 
of considerable taxes to the State, the counties, and the communities served by it. 

Without a railroad, any section, whether it be the Green River Valley or some 
like area, has but the slightest chance of securing or retaining an important 
industry. 

It is true, as the Board of Engineer’s report states, that the railroads object 
to this waterway improvement on economic grounds. The railroads are vitally 
interested in this area and have done much to develop it. They are interested 
in the welfare of their employees and their customers and the employees of 
their customers. They have demonstrated that almost 90 percent of the miners 
employed in western Kentucky will not be benefited by this proposal. 

Undoubtedly a substantial portion, if not all, of the tonnage going to the 
Madison plant will move from sources from which water transportation is now 
available. The expenditures of an additional $17 million of taxpayer’s money 
therefor can do no more than give water transportation on the Green River 
the advantage of lesser operating costs, coming from the use of larger barges, 
than existing river facilities now permit. It is to that extent, and in that 
way alone, that Green River water transportation costs is to be reduced. Yet 
to provide facilities permitting 1,000-ton barges on the Green River will not 
lower water transportation cost of Green River coal sufficiently to equal the 
water transportation costs now available from other sources of coal supply. 
Certainly $17 million of taxpayer’s money could be devoted to a more useful 
purpose. There is no assurance that the proposal will result in benefits to the 
Government. There is absolute certainty, however, that the proposal will 
result in harm to many and it is submitted that the appropriation requested 
should be withheld. 















































CONCLUSION 





This proposal presents an anomalous situation to this committee. As pointed 
out herein it is definitely premature and out of order. The project as a whole 
is not economically sound in that the only justification alleged, transportation 
savings, is not shown to exceed the annual cost of operating the facility and the 
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territory, as a whole, through which the Green River flows, will be hurt rather 
than helped hy this project. 

The modification recommended would result solely in a benefit to but several 
parties while the cost would have to be borne by every taxpayer. The two coal 
operators, the principal beneficiaries, already have executed contracts to furnish 
coal to the power plant at Madison and now have a cheaper means of moving 
their coal than by water. Why should inland coal operators in western Ken- 
tucky, constituting the vast majority of coal production in this area, and other 
citizens, as a body, contribute to the operating cost of their competitors? 


CUMBERLAND River, Ky. anp TENN. 


Mr. AnceLt. We will proceed to the next project, which is the 
Cumberland River in Kentucky and Tennessee. 

We have with us, as we have noted, our very distinguished col- 
league, Mr. Priest, who is interested in this project. If it is agreeable 
to you, Congressman, we will have the Army Engineers’ report first. 

Colonel W hipple, we will be glad to hear ‘from you. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM WHIPPLE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Colonel Wurrerte. Mr. Chairman, this project was investigated by 
the authority of the Senate Public Works Committee resolution dated 
July 31, 1951, and reported on in Senate Document 81 of the 83d Con- 
gress, second session. 

Weare discussing a proposed multiple-purpose project on the Lower 
Cumberland River, which will take the place of authorized and exist- 
ing projects. 

Mr. Ance.u. Is this a river and harbor project or a flood control 
project ? 

Colonel Wurppte. It is a multiple-purpose project for the combined 
purposes of navigation, power and flood control. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the major objective of it? 

Colonel Wuirrte. The major objective of this particular project 
is to take maximum advantage of the potentialities of this site for 
multiple-purpose development. There is an existing project 

Mr. Ancett. But my question goes to what multiple purpose. 
Which is the major purpose? Is it flood control, rivers and Cano, 
reclamation, or what ? 

Colonel Wurerte. I can only answer that, sir, by saying that from 
the standpoint of benefits the maximum single economic benefit is 
power ; the second is navigation and the third is flood control. 

Mr. Ancetu. Power is the major benefit. 

Colonel Wurrrte. The largest of the benefits. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may proceed, Colonel. 

Colonel Wuirrie. The Cumberland River has an existing naviga- 
tion project, the oldest dams of which are 50 years old, consisting of 
dams A, to F, and dam No. 1, to bring 6-foot navigation as far as 
Nashville, Tenn. These dams are obsolete. The locks are inadequate 
in size, being only 58 feet wide and less than 300 feet long. They are 
inadequate for the existing traflic on that river. This has been rec- 
ognized for some time and a series of three modern medium-height 
dams was authorized, consisting of the Dover, the Kuttawa or Eureka 
project, and the Cheatham project, to provide a 9-foot channel as far 
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as Nashville. Of these three the Cheatham project is now under con- 
struction, and in 1952 the installation of power facilities of 36,000 
kilowatts was authorized in the Cheatham project. This project is 
well along and the lock is actually in operation at the present time, 
although at a reduced height. 

The Kuttawa and Dover projects, which would have a total esti- 
mated cost of $36 million under present prices, have not been prose- 
cuted and very little, or comparatively little planning work has been 
done on them. These modern dams to take the place of the seven 
existing structures were authorized in 1946 in House Document 761 
of the 79th Congress, 2d session. 

The first low dam was originally Eureka and the name has been 
changed to Kuttawa. ‘The other were Dover and Cheatham, as previ- 
ously indicated. 

Now, on account of the power potential of the project we are now 
discussing, we should mention the fact that there are three storage 
and power projects—Dale Hollow, Center Hill, and Wolf Creek—fur- 
ther up above Nashville on tributaries of the Cumberland River. 
Chere is another power project, the Old Hickory project, now under 
construction a short distance above Nashville, with a capacity of 
100,000 kilowatts. 

I mention these projects because the storage from these projects 
increases the low water flows of the Cumberland River and makes 
them more valuable for power, and also these projects will be able to 
produce more power at times when a lower dam on the stream such as 
we are now considering would have its head reduced by floods. 

The power produced from dams in the Cumberland system is ex- 
pected to be marketed by the Tennessee Valley Authority because it 
is adjacent to the Tennessee Valley Authority area, and in an area 
which their marketing system now covers. 

The waterborne commerce on the Cumberland River has increased 
several times within the last 8 to 10 years. In 1945 at the time that 
these presently authorized dams were authorized, there was a total 
of 762,000 tons, or about three-quarters of a million tons of traffic 
on the river below Nashville. This has now increased to a total of 
2,168,000 tons in 1952. Preliminary figures for 1953 indicate a total 
of 2,550,000 tons, or an increase of more than three times since the 
project we are now considering was authorized. Of this traffic about 
three-quarters of a million to a million tons is sand and gravel, and 
the majority of the remaining traffic is petroleum products. 

In addition there is appreciable commerce in steel and chemicals, 
and other commodities. 

Local interests have long desired a better means of barge trans- 
portation on the Cumberland River. The Nashville area has a rap- 
idly growing industry, and I have seen these small locks and know 
they are very inadequate for modern traffic. The 6-foot depth is 
inadequate. The width is inadequate, and the length is inadequate, 
so that a modern river tow trying to come up the Cumberland River, 
has to spend most of the time passing through the numerous small 
locks and stopping to break up the tow in both directions, because it 
is too wide and too long to pass through the lock. It has to be broken 
up in 2 or 3 sections and pass through the lock separately. The repre- 
sentatives of the barge lines claim they are presently subsidizing this 
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traffic in order to keep it going. They say it is relatively unprofitable 
and that full development of ‘the commerce on the Cumberland River 
has to await the development of the more modern system with fewer 
locks. 

It is interesting to note, however, that in spite of these handicaps 
the traffic last year, according to the preliminary figures, is already 
larger than the maximum predicted traffic on whic h the authoriza- 
tion of the present structures was based in 1946. 

Consideration of a high dam at this point to replace the two lower 
dams at Kuttawa and Dover and obtain additional advantages of 
flood control and hydroelectric power has been discussed over a period 
of time. It was considered and recommended by the district and 
division engineers at the time that the present structures were author- 
ized. But there were objections raised, particularly by the States 
of Kentucky and Tennessee at that time. Therefore the two-dam 
plan was favored by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
and by the Chief of Engineers, and was authorized by the Congress. 
However, time passed and the need for power grew more acute, and 
after consideration a changed point of view was developed. 

Another public hearing was conducted by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors on this proposal in 1952, and at that time the 
predominant sentiment was in favor of the single high structure. 
The States of Kentucky and Tennessee have both withdrawn their 
previous objections and endorsed the higher dam. 

The Department of Agriculture has stated there is nothing they 
have in mind that would be interfered with by this structure. The 
Bureau of the Budget indicated there is no objection to the authoriza- 
tion of this higher structure, provided an allocation is made to insure 
that all costs are properly reimbursed in accordance with the usual 
procedures. 

In considering whether this structure would be desirable we have 
to consider the potentialities for development and the need for flood 
control, for navigation, and for power. 

The navigation feature’ I have already covered. We based the 
benefits to be expected on an estimated traffic of 1,338,000 tons of 
commerce, exclusive of sand and gravel. That is the basis on which 
the benefits for this project are currently computed. This basis is 
extremely conservative, because, as I have already indicated, the cur- 
rent present commerce exceeds the future commerce which we antici- 
pated would develop during the life of the project. So that actually 
there is a very growing need for this improved navigation, either by 
the two authorized structures or by the larger multiple-purpose 
development. 

The flood control is a matter of obtaining better flood control on 
the lower sections of the Ohio River, that is, the lower sections of the 
Ohio River below Paducah and downstream on the Mississippi. I 
have seen the Ohio River in flood in 1937, and if the members of the 
committee saw that flood I am sure that they need no emphasizing of 
the terrific magnitude of the floods that hit that particular area. It 
is estimated the flood control you will provide in this reservoir would 
decrease such a maximum flood by 80,000 second-feet. We have never 
completed the system of reservoir flood control that is desirable and 
planned for the control of the lower Mississippi and the lower Ohio; 
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and this flood control storage will come in very advantageously and 
contribute to that main objective. 

This reduction has been evaluated for the purpose of this report 
on exactly the same standards as have been used over the last 5 years 
to evaluate other reservoirs contributing to this major flood-control 
objective. 

As far as the power market is concerned for the power to be pro- 
duced, the project can contribute an average of 600 million kilowatt- 
hours of power. This power can all be absorbed into the Tennessee 
Valley Authority network on account of the development of atomic 
energy, the defense installations, and the industrial growth that have 
caused this tremendous increase about which Colonel Milne and 
General Itschner were just testifying. 

I do not believe I need to take the time of the committee to expound 
on the fact that power in this particular area is badly needed, and if 
economical can very definitely be used. 

The recommended improvement is a dam for the combined maxi- 
mum utilization of the resources of this section of the Cumberland 
River at about mile 30.5. We show a schematic diagram here con- 
sisting of a powerhouse with an installation of 130,000 kilowatts; a 
spillway ; a lock 800 by 110 feet, which corresponds to and is the same 
size of lock we have at Cheatham, and which was contemplated for 
the other projects, and which will take the standard Ohio River 
tows. Also, the extension of an earth dike over 7,000 feet long, which 
will connect with the shores on either side. 

The reservoir created will back up the valley of the Cumberland 
River to the Cheatham project, 118 miles above. The slope of this 
stream is very low and you will have that continuous pool 118 miles 
to the Cheatham project, where it will connect to the dam and lock 
now under construction. This one project will then bring the ade- 
quate 9-foot channel to Nashville, which is our main objective for 
navigation on this stream. 

The navigation project does extend, as a matter of fact, 50 to 55 
miles upstream from Nashville, but the major portion of the traffic 
is destined for that area. 

The lower Cumberland project is designed to connect by means of 
a canal with the Kentucky Dam on the Tennessee River which, as 
you can see, parallels it and is a very similar structure. The two 
reservoirs naturally happen to coinc ide, in that de ‘velopment to the 
same height is economic and feasible from the engineering point of 
view. Itis planned that this connecting channel would serve a variety 
of purposes. 

Mr. Anceti. Would it equalize the water in each pool, Colonel ? 

Colonel Wuirrte. Yes, sir. There are three distinct objectives that 
would be served by that canal. It is an absolutely unique engineering 
feature. 

In the first place, from the point of view of navigation, Cumberland 
River navigation that intended to go down the Ohio River below 
Paducah would go through that canal and down the Tennessee, that 


; 

i is, through the Kentucky Dam lock and down the Tennssee, instead 
¢ > . , - \ 

‘ of going through the lower Cumberland dam and lock, and would 
thereby save 20 miles. So that as far as it concerned Cumberland 
i ; 


River traffic down the Ohio River, you have a saving of 20 miles in 
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distance by going through this canal down the Kentucky Dam and 
lock, or up, as the case may be. 

There would be no particular advantage, and in fact there would be 
a disadvantage to Tennessee traffic going down the Cumberland. You 
can see it is very much off the route. So that the first advantage to 
this canal would be navigation; and it would be a fine navigation 
channel. It is planned to build it 600 feet wide and 27 feet deep, in 
order to minimize the currents that would flow through; and it would 
be suitable for navigation at all times. 

Mr. Warrs. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. In regard to the use of that canal or channel through 
there, what would be the difference in distance for a boat coming 
down the Cumberland and going into the Kentucky and going back 
up to where the Cumberland boat would normally go to? What I am 
trying to get at is this: Could the locks on the Kentucky Dam serve 
both streams ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Would that be a savings? Has any thought been given 
to that? 

Colonel Wurerte. You mean, instead of having any locks at all on 
the lower Cumberland ? 

Mr. Warts. I just asked that question. I assume the engineers have 
gone into it very thoroughly. 

Colonel Wurrrte. I cannot give you the exact result of it. It has 
been considered. You should have certain disadvantages in doing 
that, however, because some of the traffic goes up the Ohio, and that 
would mean a longer travel. 

Mr. Warts. I wonder how much longer it would be if it went 
through the Kentucky lock to the Ohio than it is to go through the 
route of the Cumberland to the Ohio? 

Colonel Wurerte. It is 20 miles shorter if it is going down the Ohio, 
but I cannot give you the exact distance if it is going up. I can say 
that a study was made of that: I can introduce a statement as to the 
conclusions of that study and put it into the record at this point. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

The lower Cumberland lock would save Tennessee River traffic destined for 
the upper Ohio River about 3.4 miles of travel, compared with use of Kentucky 
lock. Conversely, if the lower Cumberland lock were omitted, Cumberland River 
traffic, to or from the upper Ohio River, would have to proceed via Kentucky Lake 
and lock ; the additional travel distance for this route to the upper Ohio would 
be about 8 miles longer. Similar savings in travel distance i. e., 3.4 miles and 8 
miles, respectively, would be realized by traffic from the upper Ohio River to the 
Tennessee and Kentucky Rivers. 

The lower Cumberland lock would not duplicate unnecessarily facilities at 
Kentucky lock. It is anticipated by the TVA that eventually an additional lock 
would be required at Kentucky Dam even if the lower Cumberland project were 
not provided. Immediate benefits of the alternative lockage facilities include 
not only the basic savings in transportation costs by prospective commerce on 
each river, but also insurance of uninterrupted traffic in the event of closure of 
one of the locks. 


It is considered that the lock should be authorized. Necessity for its actual 
installation will be verified during the detail design stage. 

Mr. Warts. I am sure there is a good reason for not doing it, but 
if the Kentucky locks would serve it and that would not overcrowd 
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them, then you would make some saving in not having that duplicate 
set of locks? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. It isa good point. I can give you two 
reasons why it was not adopted. One was that these are very im- 
portant navigation channels and there is a distinct advantage to hav- 
ing two loc ks for emergency use in the event that one is inoperative. 
Also at times there is overcrowding and waiting if there is too much 
traffic for a single lock. But I will give a more precise statement on 
that and put it in the record. I do not have a complete answer at 
this time. 

There are two other purposes that this canal serves. In times of 
floods it allows the ain capacity of both of these reservoirs to 
be used for the floods from both streams. So that if one of the 
streams is having a flood much greater than the other the combined 
capacity is available. We have not evaluated a definite benefit to 
that, but it is an advantage in the handling and routing of floods. 

The third and very great advantage is from the point of view of 
power. ‘There is a sur plus flow of water down the Tennessee through 
the Kentucky dams at certain times of the year that cannot be ad- 

vantageously utilized by the power plant in “ths at structure. By the 
canal those surplus flows will be able to be channeled off and used in 
the lower Cumberland Dam, which will have sufficient capacity at 
that time. Of the total output of 600 million kilowatt-hours of 
energy from the lower Cumberland Dam, 120 million kilowatt-hours 
will come from this source. That is, one-fifth of the total amount of 
energy produced will come in the savings by channeling surplus flows 
from the Tennessee through the lower Cumberland Dam at times 
when they cannot be advantageously used in the Tennessee. 

By virtue of those benefits that channel more than justifies this 
expenditure, and is a favorable feature in this improvement. There is 
a question as to w hether or not gates should be included in this struc- 
ture. That is a question that is going to have to be decided during 
detailed planning to see whether there is sufficient advant: age to justify 
putting in gates. At present the estimate allows for the gates, but 
their necessity will be decided in detailed planning before they are 
installed. 

The first cost of this structure on current-day prices is $161 million. 
The largest features are the lock, which will cost $20,300,000—a very 
high- lift lock. The dam, $20,900,000; the power plant, $31,300,000; 
the canal, $10 million; land, $24,600,000; relocations, $99 500,000. 

I would like to speak a moment about the relocations to be entailed. 

Mr. Ancevx. Colonel, are those costs under existing prices? 

Colonel Wurerte. The individual features are on the basis of May 
1951. They have to be escalated upward about 10 percent. I do not 
have with me the breakdown to correspond to the figure of $161 
million, which is at July 1953 prices. The corrections have to be made 
by indexing the prices upward on an overall basis. 

Mr. Scupper. The entire cost of the project is how much? 

Colonel Wurrrre. $161,340,000, 

Mr. Scupper. That is overall, including land and everything? 

Colonel Wurrpte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. That covers all improvements under this authoriza- 
tion ? 
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Colonel Wuirrie. Yes, sir. It does. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there any dredging? 

Colonel Wurerie. No dredging is involved in this. 

Mr. Neat. What are the approximate percentages of allocation for 
navigation, flood control, and power ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. This is a yreliminary allocation of the July 1953 
construction costs. A final ‘alloc ‘ation will be made at the time the 
project is completed, but we currently estimate it will be $58,573,000 
to flood control ; $43,360,000 to navigation; and $59,406,000 to power. 

Mr. Neau. Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. Those figures are a little bit at variance with this 
statement by the President which was given on July 31, 1951. He 
gives a total cost of $156 million. You give it as $161 million. He 
gives the power allocation as $61 million, and you give it now as $59 
million. 

Colonel Wurrrte. Sir, I believe you are referring to the statement 
in connection with the report. 

Mr. Mack. It is the Executive Office of the President, Bureau of 
the Budget. It is on page 1. 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. That analysis was, of course, made at 
that time, and prices were at May 1951 levels. We have had changes 
in general price levels since that time. This allociation that I am 
giving you is based on the latest estimates of construction costs. The 
$156 million estimate is the total of construction costs and interest 
during construction, at May 1951 prices. 

Mr. Mack. This is later than July 1951, that is, your estimates? 

Colonel Wurrrie. My estimate, is a current estimate, at July 1953 
prices, for construction. 

Mr. Ancetu. I understood you to say it isnot. I understood you to 
say this $161 million is not current. We have to add 10 percent, you 
said. 

Colonel Wurrrie. The $161 million is a current estimate. The 
breakdown I gave you was the breakdown from the old estimate. 

Mr. Ancrtt. The $161 million is brought up to date with the 
escalator clause ? 

Colonel Wurppte. Yes, sir. It is. And the cost allocation also is 
an up-to-date cost. 

Mr. Anceu. The revision you gave us of $58 million in 1949 is not 
up to date? 

Colonel Wurer.e. That figure is at July 1953 levels. The estimates 
in the document will have to be increased about 10 percent in order 
to bring it in line with the correct up-to-date estimate, that is, July 
1953 levels. 

Mr. Scupper. Are these sites considered to be an economic power 
development ? 

’ Colonel Wurtz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Then why do you charge almost as much up to flood 
control as you do to power when the project seems to be thoroughly 
economic as a power project? I cannot see where the two would 
be of equal importance, because you are developing power under a 
feasible plan which will develop revenue. Is the cost held down in 
order to justify a cheap rate ? 
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Colonel Wurrrtr. No, sir. The cost allocations we use are made 
in complete accordance with the instructions of the Bureau of the 
Budget and are in accordance with interagency agreement. We use 
the method which is called the se parable costs-remaining benefits 
method of cost allocation, which takes into account the cost of alter- 
nate single-purpose projects to accomplish the same means. It takes 
into account the benefits to be derived from including each project 
purpose in a multiple-purpose development, and it tries to obtain an 
equitable distribution among the project purposes of the advantages 
of multiple-purpose deve lopment. 

By reason of applying this method, which is the standard method, 
and is applied impartially as between the project purposes, we come 
out with this allocation and I have indicated. We do not vary the 
calculated allocation on account of the desirability of lowering the 
costs to power. 

Mr. Scupper. I believe that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. have done 
about as much for flood control - the State of California as the 
Central Valley project has. They can charge off about one-half of 
the cost to flood control and then tear can further charge for naviga- 
tion and thereby develop low-cost power. It is no wonder they can 
sell public power cheaper when they charge off about two-thirds to 
some other purposes. 

I would like to get the formula by which the Government develops 
these projects for my own satisfaction. 

Colonel Wurrpte. Sir, we have an interesting case pending that JT 
can mention that has had considerable congressional attention. That 
is the case of the McNary Dam in Washington and Oregon on the 
Columbia River. 


Mr. ANncety. You charged practically all of it there to power. 
Colonel Wurerte. Yes, sir. We applied to the McNary Dam ex- 
actly the same formula as we oere here. In that case it resulted in 


charging over nine-tenths of the entire cost of the project to power. 
There has been a great deal of complaint as to that allocation among 
people who like to see cheap power. 

This allocation actually was not made officially by the Corps of 
Engineers, but by the Federal Power Commission. But it was ex- 
actly in accordance with the application of the same method I am 
talking about here. So this method does not necessarily result in 
charging a small proportion of the cost to power. It only happens 
that in this case there are alternative means of obtaining power from 
other sources which are relatively cheap, whereas there are no alter- 
native means of obtaining flood control more cheaply. 

Mr. Scupper. I can see where in some areas flood control would be 
a compelling factor. 

Colonel Wurprr.e. Yes, si 

Mr. Scupper. Possible in the case of the McNary Dam it is a case 
of placing the dam where no flood control is necessary and you could 
not legitimately charge anything except for the power development. 

Colonel Wuirrte. Sir, we have a very fine navigation development 
out there, as I am sure Mr. Mack and Mr. Angell are as well aware. 
However, in that particular case the allocation resulted in more than 
nine-tenths of the cost of the project being charged to power. This 
is exactly the same method that we used on this project. 
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Mr. Anoei. Colonel Whipple, that method used on the McNary 
Dam is the same — used in the allocation of other dams in the 
Columbia River are 

Colonel iranaetes Sir, it is not at all the same method that was 
used in the case of Bonneville Dam. The allocation of the Bonneville 
Dam was made prior to World War II, when the method I am de- 
scribing had not been developed, and at a time when the benefits were 
not evaluated as precisely as they are evaluated today. 

Mr. Ancew. In other words, at McNary you have allocated a largeer 
proportion to the power than you did in Bonneville? That is, I do 
not mean in dollars but I mean in principle. 

Colonel Wutrrte. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ancety. What about Grand Coulee? 

Colonel Wurerte. The Grand Coulee allocation was made by the 
Interior Department. 

Mr. Ancetu. Do they use the same formula ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. No, sir. At that time this formula had not been 
developed, so neither Grand Coulee nor Bonneville applied the same 
method of allocation that I am describing today. 

This method was developed in the last five years and is the method 
we now use on all cost allocations which we recommend in any of our 
projects. 

Mr. ANGELL. Does the Interior Department and the Corps of Engi- 
neers use the same formula now on allocation 4 

Colonel Wurerte. Sir, that is a matter that is currently under dis- 
cussion between the Interior Department and the Corps of Engineers, 
and I believe we will very shortly be using the same method. Whether 
we are at the moment or not is a matter of definition. 

Mr. Anceui. I understood you to say 130,000 kilowatts will be the 
rated capacity of this project ¢ 

Colonel Wurprrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoetx. And the cost with 10 percent added is about $65 mil- 
lion? $59,406,000 was allocated to power, and if you add 10 percent 
to that it will run about $65 million, as I get it. 

Colonel Wurrrte. No, sir. These allocations are up to date. They 
are up-to-date figures. The allocation of $59,406,000 to power is the 
complete thing. 

Mr. Ancor. But I do not understand what you said was not up to 
date then. First I understood you to say the $161 million was not 
up to date, and on further questioning you said it was. But this al- 
location of power and flood control and navigation was not up to date, 
and that you have to add 10 per cent. 

Colonel Wutrrte. I am sorry, sir, that I did not make it plain. 
The only thing I have given you that is not up to date was the break- 
down between the project features as between the lock, the dam, the 
power plant, the canal, the land and relocations. 

Mr. Ancetu. So that this $59 million figure for power is up to date? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Can power be sold with a project coating $59 million 
and producing 130,000 kilowatts at the Tennessee V alley Authority 

rate and break even ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. We believe that that power can be sold in that 
area and break even by a considerable margin. 
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Mr. Anceti. At what rate compared to TVA? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Sir, TVA has various rates and we approached 
this by two different means. 

Mr. Anceti. How does it compare then with the Columbia River 
rate of $17.50 a kilowatt-year? 

Colonel Wurrrte. This power will have to be sold for considerably 
more than the Columbia River power. 

Mr. Aneeitt. What rate will that be sold at? 

Colonel Wurerte. This power would have to be sold for a rate of 
approximately 5 mills a kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Ancetit. How would that compare with the $17.50 kilowatt- 
year rate of the Columbia River Valley ? 

Colonel Wurtrrte. That rate produces about 214 mills per kilowatt- 
hour, so that this will have to be sold at approximately twice the $17.50 
rate. 

However, the studies that have been made in this connection by the 
Federal Power Commission, and also the analysis that has been made 
by comparing this project with federally financed steam plants, indi- 
cates that this project is cheaper than any alternative that is in pros- 
pect, and can be sold at rates sufficient to amortize it without difficulty. 

Mr. Anceii. Do you know what the cost of the Bonneville project 
was ¢ 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. The Bonneville project cost $83 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Anceti. Does that include transmission facilities, Colonel ? 

Colonel Wurrerte. No, sir. The Bonneville project produces power 
at something less than 1 mill of cost per kilowatt-hour at site. 

Mr. Anceti. It produces over 500,000 kilowatts and cost, you say, 
$83 million. This costs $59 million and produces only 130,000 kilo- 
watts. 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. But the comparison is really unfair. 

Mr. Ancetx. I understand that the costs at the time Bonneville was 
constructed were very much lower than they are now. 

Mr. Wuirpte. Yes, sir. And you are comparing the Columbia Val- 
ley power, which is the cheapest power available in any section of 
the country, with projects in other sections of the country, which 
we know will cost materially more to produce. So that this project, 
although it will cost more than the more economical projects of the 
Columbia Basin, is still cheap power when compared to other projects 
that are available in this part of the country. 

Mr. Ancet. These allocations that you have given as between flood 
control, power and navigation, are roughly around one-third each. 
One is $58 million, the other $43 million and another $59 million. 
That is roughly, of course. So in answer to my previous question 
at the beginning of the hearing, probably between the three categories 
it would roughly be a division on one-third to each. 

Colonel Wurrrtr. Yes, sir. I may say that with that allocation 
to power of $59,400,000, power can be produced with the amortiza- 
tion of that investment at two-thirds or very close to two-thirds of 
the cost of producing a similar amount of power from the privately 
financed steam plants which might be built in most economical situa- 
tions around there. 
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[t is also somewhat cheaper than Federally financed steam plants 
if the Congress should consider them as an alternate to this project. 
This project at the costs I have given and the cost allocation I have 
given here would still produce at somewhat lesser cost than an alternate 
federally financed steam plant of modern design. 

Mr. Anoetu. Is there any opportunity for private capital or local 
municipal development to produce the power in this part of the proj- 
ect under a so-called partnership program 4 

Colonel Wuirrte. I think this would be an extremely difficult proj- 
ect to construct under a partnership program. As you know, we 
have given a great deal of study to projects that tan be constructed, 
particularly at several of the Pacific Northwest points with which the 
chairman is familiar. I believe in this case it would be a difficult 
proje ct for private capital to const ‘yrs 

In the first place, on account of its large cost of $161 million; in 
the second place, the inclusion of navigation and flood control fea- 
tures, which naturally are more appropriately constructed and oper- 
ated by the Federal Government. Also the fact that it will be op- 
erated as a unit in a system in which the other principal producing 
units are owned by the Federal Government. So that although it 
could be authorized and built in that way, there has been no pro- 
posal that we know of, and I think it is relatively less favorable for 
that type of construction than some other projects that we have 
considered. 

Mr. Anceti. Colonel Whipple, I think we interrupted your orig- 
inal statement. Have you completed your original statement? The 
members posed questions and I was not sure whether you had com- 
pleted your original statement. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to pursue this cost allocation matter a little 
further, Mr. Chairman. 

Colonel, what is the final authority that determines the monetary 
division of benefits between flood control, navigation and power de- 
velopment? Is it the Federal pha sr Commission, the Army engi- 
neers, the Bureau of the Budget, or who is it? 

Colonel Wurer.e. I presume you refer to costs rather than benefits? 

Mr. Mack. That is right. When you make this division of costs. 

Colonel Wuirrxe. Yes, sir. It depends on the law. In the case of 
projects in the Pacific Northwest the Federal Power Commission has 
in the past been designated as the authority to make the cost alloca- 
tion. They have the complete and unquestioned legal authority to 
make such allocations. As regards other projects 

Mr. AnGe.t. Are they making it in the McNary project ? 

Colonel Wurerte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Can they change their decision from time to time and 
have one rule this year and a different rule next year? 

Colonel Wurrpte. Sir, I believe that question would be more prop- 
erly answered by the Federal Power Commission. I have, however, 
testified that the allceations of the McNary project were made on a 
different basis than in the case of Bonneville. 

Mr. Mack. When the McNary project came before this committee 
and the Congress, was it presented to Congress on the basis that so 
much of the benefits would be for power and so much for flood con- 
trol and so much for navigation ? 
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Colonel Wutrrte. The benefits were presented. However, at that 
time there was not a presentation of the cost allocation. The prac- 
tice of discussing cost allocation before the committees upon the au- 
horization or upon the initiation of the construction of a project has 
only been done in the last few years, and as a result of questions by 
he committee and the Bureau of the Budget. So we are now pre- 
ared to present the results of these cost allocations that we antici- 

sate prior to the time we initiate construction. In the past that was 
1ot done. 

At the time the McNary project was authorized the benefits were 
given as being preponderantly power benefits, but no estimate was 

ven at that time as to how the allocations of costs might be made. 

Mr. Mack. That was left to later determination of the Federal 
Power Commission ? 

Colonel Wuirrte. Yes, sir. The law so specifies. In the case of 
projects elsewhere than the Columbia Basin there is generally no 
definite statutory definition as to who has the authority. The Bureau 
of the Budget in Circular A-47, which was put out on December 31, 
1952, indicates that the cost allocation shall be made by the agency 
which will construct and operate the project. 

Mr. Mack. Does this same rule apply to the Chief Joseph and The 
Dalles Dam ¢ 

Colonel Wurrrir. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, they are in the same category as 
McNary ¢ 

Colonel Wuirrte. No, sir. The Corps of Engineers assumes when 
we are to construct and operate and maintain a project which we have 
defended before the Congress, and on which we have estimated the 
benefits, that we are the agency best qualified to make a cost alloca- 
tion and should make it, unless there is specific statutory provision 
otherwise. 

Mr. Mack. Are you saying, Colonel, that we have one law for the 
Pacific Northwest and another law for the rest of the country ? 

Colonel Wutrrte. I wouldn’t say that in general, but as regards 
certain cost allocations, you most certainly have. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, just getting back to this specific project, 
could you justify, or have you justified the ratio of benefits to the $43 
million that is chargeable to n: wigation ¢ Is the navigation going to 
be improved to a point where it is justifiable to spend $43 million on 
this improvement ? 

Colonel Wutrrte. Yes, sir. That is correct. I would like to give 
you the navigation benefits. 

Mr. Scupper. Please. 

Colonel Wutrrte. To explain that to you. There are five different 
types of navigation benefits that are provided by this project. We 
consider naturally that this project in the first place will provide all 
of the navigation benefits of the two authorized dams, Kuttawa and 
Dover, and, therefore, should be credited as a minimum with the 
amounts of traffic which are developing on the existing channel. It 
has additional benefits in providing a better and deeper channel than 
the existing channel. It will eliminate one lockage, which is a minor 
but definite benefit in the saving of time for the barges. It shortens 
the route of this Cumberland traffic by 20 miles. Finally, it provides 
an alternate outlet, so that whereas a lock at either the Tennessee River 
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or the Cumberland River—a single lock—would occasionally have to 
be shut down for maintenance for considerable periods of time, when 
you have alternate locks the traffic would always be flowing continu- 
ously through one or the other. 

The combined navigation benefit is $3,239,000 a year and this is 
considerably more than is sufficient to justify the allocation of 
$45.360.000. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancett. You may proceed if you have any further statement, 
Colonel. 

Colonel Wutrrte. I believe I have given everything, sir, except the 
overall benefit-cost ratio of 1.43 to 1. 

Mr. Anceiit. What was that overall ratio? 

Colonel Wurrrte. 1.43 to 1. 

Mr. Neau. Colonel, may I ask you a question in regard to this 
little canal. It is not long, is it? A mile or a mile and a half? 

Colonel Wutrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neat. That is the Grand Rivers, or what they call the Grand 
Rivers. You now have this one generating plant on the Tennessee. 
Is that it / 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir, near Grand Rivers, Ky. 

Mr. Neau. And you are proposing to establish a generating plant 
near Grand Rivers, Ky. 

Colonel Wurrrte. I sir. 

Mr. Neat. And by equalizing your water level you feel both can be 
operated continuously ¢ 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Mack. One question, sir. This high dam takes the place of 
two smaller dams, does it not ? 

Colonel Wutrr.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The smaller dams were previously authorized ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How much was the monetary authorization for the two 
small dams? 

Colonel Wurerte. The total estimated cost at the present time is 
$36 million. 

Mr. Mack. For the first two dams? 

Colonel Wurrrtx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. This high dam proposed then involves an increased 
authorization of about $125 million ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Would approval of this automatically deauthorize the 
other two dams? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Yes, sir. 

(The Corps of Engineers map of Cumberland River, Tenn. and 
Ky., is on facing page.) 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Ancetx. Thank you very much, Colonel Whipple. 

We have Senator Kefauver here, who is very much interested in 
this project. 

Senator Kefauver, I am sorry to have kept you here so long, but this 
is quite a large project and a very interesting one. We are very glad 
to have you here, sir. ae 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ESTES KEFAUVER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Senator Keravuver. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am 
glad to be over here with my colleagues, many of whom I knew so 
well in the House of Representatives not very long ago. 

[ appreciate this opportunity, Mr. C hairman, of saying a few words 
in support of this measure, which is unique in that it appears to have 
the support of almost everyone. That is unique because I think I 
have never known of a project of this sort which had the support of 
so many persons. 

This Cumberland River, as you gentlemen of the committee, of 
course, know, is a stream of great importance to the States of Tennessee 
and Kentucky, and it has been in the process of development for quite 
a number of years. In the course of our studies of the lower Cumber- 
land it was determined that we had an opportunity to abandon the 
previously authorized but unconstructed moderate high dams and 
replace them with one high multipurpose dam on the lower Cumber- 
land, which is approximately in the vicinity of mile 30.5. At the 
same time, by the construction of a short canal we would be able to 
connect the Kentucky Reservoir on the Tennessee River with the 
reservoir resulting from the multipurpose dam on the Cumberland, 
thus effectively tying together these two important streams. 

You gentlemen, of course, are considering the authorization of this 
alternate plan, which I understand would take the place of the previous 
authorization for the construction of the two lower dams. 

Mr. Chairman, in connection with the construction costs my under- 
standing is that the figure that was given a little while ago by Colonel 
Whipple as to the cost of the two lower dams was probably not the 
revised cost in the light of present-day construction expenses. I just 
want to say that I think it is of great importance that we utilize our 
opportunities here for building a high dam which will serve many 
purposes, rather than wasting the potential resources of the river 
with two small dams, which will serve only limited purposes. 

The proposed dam on the lower Cumberland will serve nav igation 
by maintaining the 9-foot channel which the overall plan conceives. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certain that most of your members of the 
committee have been to Nashville and perhaps to Clarksville and other 
cities on the Cumberland, and know that this is a river which has a 
great deal of navigation already and which has much larger and a 
very substantial navigation potential for the future. 

Also, as I pointed out, it will provide a method of connecting the 
Tennessee with the Cumberland River, which will facilitate traffic. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the most unusual project that I know of in 
the United States. Two great river valleys, by the construction of 
dams that are justified, could be connected by a very short canal. 
There is a considerable amount of traffic and navigation originating 
on the Cumberland which goes to the Tennessee. As matters now 
stand and as it would be under the lower and two smaller dams if they 
were constructed, that traffic has to go all the way to the Ohio River 
and back through the Kentucky lock and back down to the Tennessee. 
On the other hand, traffic from the Tennessee that is destined to some 
port on the Cumberland as to take the other trip around. So that this 
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canal would save a great deal of time and facilitate the movement of 
traffic greatly. 

Furthe more, by be ing able to ex« hange the waters bet ween the two 
river basins it would enable the generating facilities at the Kentucky 
Dam and the large dam being constructed on the Cumberland to be 
operated with a maximum operation, and enable them to get mor 
electricity from their generators. 

Then it happens, and I am sure the engineers will point out the 
extent, that sometimes we have a good deal of water in the Tennessee 
iver Basin and we have a much smaller amount proportionately 
in the Cumberland River, so that by interchange of the water between 
the two the flood danger on the lower Ohio and Mississippi can be 
very greatly relieved. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, as I am sure you members of the committee 
know, we do have a great potential power shortage in this section of 
the country. The testimony shows that the people in this section 
and the electrical needs of this section require an addition of 650,000 
kilowatts of installed capacity per year. We are way behind in 
meeting that requirement. So that the building of this high dam 
and the bringing in of 130,000 kilowatts of energy, together with 
the increased amount that it might enable us to get from the Kentucky 
Dam by the exchange of waters when that is possible, would do a 
whole lot toward taking care of the higher power needs of this section. 

As set out in this very excellent letter from the Corps of Engineers, 
this project is feasible. The revenue is estimated at $4,183,000, based 
on figures supplied by the Federal Power Commission, which would 
enable the projec t to be amortized in less than 50 years. 

I am appearing here, gentlemen, as one of the representatives for 
the State of Tennessee to say that I have had the opportunity of dis- 
cussing this matter with people in the section involved. There was 
opposition a number of years ago on the theory that a considerable 
amount of land might be inundated by this hig dam, but the people 
in these counties, many of whom raised the opposition years ago, 
feel, I think, as most of us do, that we are going to be only utilizing 
the waters of the river, or making arrangements for its utilization 
once. What is done here in connection with the kind of dam that is 
constructed will of course be for all time to come. 

Considering the power needs and the defense needs for electricity, 
and the overall development of the section, while it might be some 
hardship on some farmers through losing more land by virtue of 
the building of the high dam, they are now generally convinced that 
it is in the best interests of the whole section and of the Nation, as 
"< as of the defense developments in this section, that the river 
be developed so as to be of the greatest possible all-around use. Cer- 
tainly on that basis the building of this high dam will be a greater 
asset to the section and to the Nation from the point of view of power, 
navigation and flood control than would be the building of two lower 
dams. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the opportunity to appear 
here. I have not followed my prepared statement that I have here 
and I would like to have it printed along with my oral remarks in 
the record. 
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Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, it may be received and inserted 
in the record. 
(The prepared statement of Senator Kefauver is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EsSTes Kerauver (DreMOcRAT, TENNESSEE) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before this distinguished House committee in support of a measure 
which is unique in that it appears to me to have the support of almost everyone. 

As you gentlemen know, the Cumberland River is a stream of considerable 
importance to the States of Tennessee and Kentucky and has been in the process 
if development for some years. 

In the course of our studies of the lower Cumberland, it was determined that 
we had an opportunity to abandon the previously authorized, but unconstructed, 
moderate height dams and replace them with one high, multipurpose dam on the 
lower Cumberland, in approximately the vicinity of mile 30.5. At fhe same time, 
by the construction of a short canal, we would be able to connect Kentucky 
Reservoir, on the Tennessee River, with the reservoir resulting from the multi- 
purpose dam on the Cumberland, thus effectively tieing together these two 
important streams. 

What you gentlemen are considering today is the authorization of this alternate 
plan, which has the approval of the States of Kentucky and Tennessee, as well 
is the Corps of Engineers, the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

I am sure that you will have the testimony of engineers much more qualified 
than I to discuss the technical advantages of this proposal. But I just want 
to say this—that it is important that we utilize our opportunities here for 
building a high dam which will serve many purposes, rather than wasting the 
potential resources of the river with two small dams which will serve only 
limited purposes. 

This proposed dam on the lower Cumberland will serve navigation by main- 
taining the nine foot channel which the overall plan conceived. It also, as I 
pointed out, will provide a method of connecting the Tennessee with the Cumber- 
land River, which will facilitate traffic. It has the further advantage of pro- 
viding, through this connection, an alternate route for shipping if one should 
become necessary by an unforeseen failure of the lock on the Kentucky dam. 

It would serve more effectively the function of flood control by providing a 
greater storage area—and, incidentally, through this greater storage area would 
inerease the fishlife in the lower Cumberland. 

Finally—a subject which is very close to our hearts—it would provide five 
power generating units at the dam site with a total capacity of 130,000 kilo- 
watts of energy. 

This is a most important provision. The waters, gentlemen, are there—and 
their potential power should be made available to the people of the Tennessee 
Valley area. 

This committee, because it is not within its function to make such studies, 
may not be aware of the critical power shortage with which we in the Tennessee 
Valley are faced. 

Although studies clearly show that we need 650,000 kilowatts of power added 
annually to keep up with the growth in the valley, the budget provisions of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority do not provide for the addition of a single 
kilowatt this year. Although this proposed dam is on the Cumberland, and is 
being built by the Corps of Engineers rather than by TVA, its power will be 
fed into the TVA system. 

This dam therefore will contribute its part toward reducing the frightening 
power deficit with which we in the valley are faced. 

Furthermore, I would like to remind you gentlemen that the proposed dam 
has been found economically feasible by the engineers as pertains to flood 
control and navigation benefits, and it is certainly more than justified from 
the standpoint of power benefits. Annual power revenue was estimated at 
$4,183,000 based on figures supplied by the Federal Power Commission. From 
these revenues the investment of the Federal Government can be repaid on a 
50-year basis. 

In conclusion let me remind you that this is the right way to develop our 
rivers and streams—for broad, multipurpose use—for the maximum utilization 
of the resources nature made available. 
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I am glad that this policy is being recognized in this instance. Let me thank 
you again for the courtesy extended me in permitting me to appear before this 
committee, and let me urge you gentlemen to approve this very sound proposal 
for the Cumberland River. 


Mr. Ancei. Is there any question to Senator Kefauver ? 

( Noresponse. ) 

Mr. Anceiu. If not, we thank you very much for your fine state- 
ment, Senator. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Ancett. We are very happy to have with us Congressman 
Priest, who is interested in this project. We will be glad to hear 
from you, Mr. Congressman. 


STATEMENT? OF HON. J. PERCY PRIEST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, if it meets with the convenience of 
the committee I shall defer my statement until some of the other wit- 
nesses have made their statements. 

At this time, however, Senator Cooper, who had to go to a com- 
mittee meeting in the Senate, asked me to get unanimous consent, 
Mr. Chairman, for him to file a statement on this Cumberland River 
project. 

Mr. Ancor. That permission will be granted both for Senator 
Clements and Senator Cooper. 

(The statement of Senator Clements referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR CLEMENTS SUPPORTING LOWER CUMBERLAND DAM AND 
RESERVOIR ON THE CUMBERLAND RIVER IN KENTUCKY AND TENNESSEE 


The lower Cumberland Dam and Reservoir would replace two smaller dams for 
which construction has been authorized but not started. These two dams, at 
Kuttawa, Ky., and Dover, Tenn., were authorized as two single-purpose naviga- 
tion dams; whereas, the lower Cumberland Dam would be a multipurpose 
structure, providing navigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power. An ad- 
ditional feature included with the lower Cumberland project would be the con- 
nection of Kentucky Lake with the lower Cumberland Reservoir by means of a 
short canal which would provide greatly increased benefits to both of these 
multipurpose dams. 

The Federal Power Commission, the Tennesee Valley Authority, the States of 
Kentucky and Tennessee, and the Army Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, all endorse the multipurpose lower Cumberland project in lieu of the 
two single-purpose dams presently authorized at Kuttawa and Dover. There 
is, however, a minor disadvantage to substitution of the lower Cumberland Dam 
in place of the two smaller dams which should be mentioned; the lower Cumber- 
land project would result in greater losses of wildlife habitat, although at the 
same time there would be increased benefits to fishing resources. Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Interior Department have shown some concern over this 
matter as they naturally would be expected to do. 

In their estimated cost of construction for the lower Cumberland project the 
Army engineers have allowed money in the contingency item to provide any 
required remedial measures necessary for fish and wildlife protection. Ad- 
mittedly, there will be injury of some degree to wildlife habitat, but it is ex- 
pected that vigorous efforts will be made both by the Interior Department and 
Kentucky and Tennessee to provide new ars for wildl'fe. The many benefits 
to be gained from this project far exceed any temporary disadvantages suffered 
by wildlife resources. 

Changed conditions since authorization of the two dams substantiate the need 
for a multipurpose structure on the lower Cumberland Reservoir providing 
navigation, flood control, and hydroelectric power. Power requirements in the 
areas for national defense and domestic uses far exceed previous expectations. 
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The proposed lower Cumberland Reservoir would contain space reserved for 
the storage of floodwater, whereas the authorized Kuttawa and Dover improve- 
ments would not. Provision of the connecting canal would enable floodwater 
from the Tennessee and the Cumberland River bases to be retained with the 
lower Cumberland Reservoir. This feature would result in more benefits from 
the flood-control storage provided on the two rivers regardless of the geographical 
ocation of the storm center. The lower Cumberland River and connecting 
canal will thus afford greater flood protection on the lower Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers. During major floods it would be possible to reduce the peak flow below 
the site by 80,000 cubic feet per second. The benefits for withholding flood flows 
are estimated at $2 million annually. 

A board of engineers have estimated the total cost of lower Cumberland 
project would be $145 million for construction, and $433,000 as annual mainte- 
nance and operation costs. The benefits that would be derived from construc- 
tion of the lower Cumberland Dam would amount to $9,094,000 consisting of 
$4,183,000 from power production, $2,911,000 from navigation, and $2 million 
from flood protection, with a benefit cost ratio of 1.388. Unevaluated benefits 
would aecrue in connection with fish resources and recreational activities; also, 
the computed benefits do not include the returns which can be obtained from 
seasonal use of the higher lands in the reservoir for agricultural purposes. A 
considerable part of the 34,000 acres in the flood-control portion of the reservoir 
will be available for farming during the cropping season, since that part ordi- 
narily will be utilized only during the winter and early spring for the storage 
of floodwaters. 

In view of the many obvious advantages, greater multiplied benefits, and com- 
bined support of the many Government agencies involved, for the construction 
of the multipurpose dam and reservoir, in lieu of the two single purpose dams, 
it is respectfully urged that the lower Cumberland River Dam and Reservoir be 
authorized in place of the Kuttawa and Dover Dams. 


Mr. Priest. I shall be glad at this time to defer to other witnesses 
who are here, and then make a statement and ask consent to insert 
some communications and resolutions in the record at a later time in 
the hearing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneeii. Without objection, that permission will be granted. 

I notice that Congressman Gregory is here. I did not observe his 
presence in the room heretofore. I am sorry, Congressman Gregory, 
but if you care to make a statement at this time we would be glad to 
have you do so, 


STATEMENT OF HON. NOBLE J, GREGORY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY—Resumed 


Mr. Greeory. I am sorry that I may have to leave for my own Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, because we are closing out a very impor- 
tant bill, but I would like the privilege of extending my remarks and 
filing a statement at a later date, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetu. That permission will be granted, Mr. Gregory. 

(The statement of Congressman Gregory is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE NOBLE J. GREGORY, OF THE First CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the members of your committee for 
this opportunity to submit my views on the proposal to erect a dam on the Cum- 
berland River within. the confines of the district which I have the honor to 
represent. 

There has been much misunderstanding and much discussion of this proposal. 
It is, of course, an accepted fact that such a construction would have much merit 
and that much benefit would accrue. 

On the other hand, many of those who reside in the counties of Lyon and Trigg 
are concerned about the final results which would accrue in these two counties. 
These people have asked me many questions as to final results which I have been 
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unable to completely answer. Naturally, these people want to know the acreage 
to be inundated and taken from production. They want to know the acreage 
which will be made productive by relief from floods. They want to know the 
assessed tax value of the land to be inundated and the amount of actuai tax 
money the counties will lose through the acquisition of this land by the United 
States engineers. 

These counties are comparatively small and it is their feeling that the main- 
tenance of county government might thereafter be difficult. 

There are many questions of this nature which have been asked and which 
I in turn have asked the representatives of the Corps of United States Engineers 

Since I have been a Member of Congress, I have supported legislation of this 
type having vigorously supported the construction of Kentucky Dam on the 
Tennessee River a few miles from this proposed site on the Cumberland River 

The Kentucky Dam has brought to the area a new era of economic progress 
I am hopeful that such a construction on the Cumberland River would bring a 
similar result. 

I feel that those whose lives are directly affected are entitled to answers and 
naturally as their Representative, they look to me for such answers. 

I am informed by the Corps of Engineers that all of this information is not 
available. I am further told that the reason for its inavailability is that funds 
are not available for such a survey. I want this information for these people 
who are entitled to this information. 

I have remained openminded completely on the subject and shall so remain 
until I can give interested and directly affected citizens an intelligent answer 
to such questions 

I will welcome the enactment of any legislation and will support any legisla- 
tion which will authorize funds directly or indirectly for such a fact-finding 
survey. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express my views on this far-reaching and all- 
important problem. 


Mr. Grecory. In the event I am called away I would like to tell 
you that a number of people in western Kentucky would like to have 
come to this hearing, but because of the limited time they did not do 


so. However, there are three men from two of the counties most 
vitally affected who are here, those counties being Trigg and Lyon 
Counties in Kentucky. From Trigg County we have Mr. Pollard 
White, an outstanding and ow businessman and farmer; and 
from Lyon County we have Mr. C. C. Molloy, Sr., who is an attorney 
of Lyon County. Also Mr. J. 'D. Wake, a businessman of Lyon 
County. 

There is some difference of opinion in those counties which I have 
an idea you will discover in their testimony. They are very reliable 

1d dependable gentlemen and I am sure you will give them a patient 
™ aring. 

Mr. ANoetit. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Dyer, the committee will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY B. DYER, PRESIDENT, NASHVILLE 
BRIDGE C0. 


Mr. Dyer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ance.x. Will you give your full name, please / 

Mr. Dyer. I would like to read my report, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. How long is your statement? 

Mr. Dyer. About 10 minutes, I think. 

Mr. ANGeLL. Would you care to file your statement and just hit the 
high points of your testimony? Our time is running short and we 
have two other witnesses here. If that is agreeable to you, you may 
file your statement and make such comments as you desire, just hitting 
the high points. 
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Mr. Dyrr. Whatever you please, sir. 

I am Harry B. Dyer, president of the Nashville Bridge Co., Nash- 
ville, Tenn. I am past president of the Nashville Chamber of Com- 
merce, a director of the Mississippi Valley Association, a director of 
the American Waterways Operators, Inc., a trustee of the Ohio Valley 
Improvement Association, a past president of the Propeller Club, 
port of Nashville, a member of the American Society of Civil En- 
gineers, and a master pilot of river vessels. 

I am here today as a proponent for the authorization of the modifi- 
cation of the existing project on the Cumberland River, which modifi- 
cation proposes a single, multipurpose dam and reservoir on the lower 
Cumberland River near mile 30 in lieu of the presently authorized 
navigation-only dams at Eureka and Dover. I was asked by a num- 
ber of groups within my area to come here and present this testimony, 
and I am confident that I am expressing the consensus of the thinking 
of the vast majority of the affected citizens within the lower Cumber- 

land Valley area, as well as the opinions of the operators and users of 
the Cumberland River and connecting inland waterways. 

My opinion on this matter is based on a careful analysis from the 
ste indpoint of navigation, power development, flood control, and 
recreational facilities; and I will elaborate on each of these features 
in the following paragraphs. 

Mr. Chairman, if you prefer I do not continue reading this, I will 
do whatever you feel is proper. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is quite agreeable to the committee if you want to 
file your statement to do so, ‘and then discuss the high points, because 
we have several witnesses yet to be heard and our time seems to be 
running out. 

Mr. Dyer. I tried not to put anything but the high points in my 
statement, sir. I would like to touch on the navigation features of 
this project because I am more familiar with navigation. 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well. Will you do that, please ¢ 

Mr. Dyer. I am more familiar with that than any other portions 
of the project. 

(a) Modern navigation facilities are essential to the growth and 
progress of Nashville, the capital city of Tennessee. Already many 
barges and towboats are being built which are too large to go through 
the present antiquated and obsolete locks on the C umberland River, 
and many tows are now being operated on the Mississippi and Ohio 
Rivers at a draft which will not permit them to come up the Cumber- 
land River in low water. In recent years many accidents involving 
serious damage have occurred to towboats and barges which were 
attempting to navigate in the Cumberland River in spite of the pres- 
ent handicaps. Even where barges small enough to negotiate the 
present locks are used, they must for the most part be locked through 
one barge at a time, and, with the seven small locks between N ashville 
and the mouth of the river, often more time is consumed in locking 
at the various locks than is required in actual navigation on the river. 

A reference to the first photograph with this presentation will 
graphically illustrate the complete filling of a lock chamber by one 
barge, and the next photograph shows ‘how an entire fleet can be 
accommodated in the new -type modern locks. 
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When two or more fleets of 4 or 5 barges each happen to arrive at 

lock at the same time, there have often been delays of 10 hours or 
more at a single lock; and there are presently 7 small locks betwee: 
Nashville and the mouth of the river. 

After completion of the Cheatham lock, now under construction, 
there will still remain five of these small, outmoded locks; but, ir 
spite of the obsolescence and inadequacy of the present locks and 
channel in the Cumberland River, there was an increase in total ton- 

age from 1946 to 1953 of 148 percent, as shown in the attached chart 
1 iis increase has been occasioned by the rapidly expanding market 
urea in Nashville and vicinity and is an indication of the tremendous 
further increase which would occur if the navigation facilities were 
completely modernized. 

As an illustration of the loss of time caused by our present condi- 
tions, the average 6-barge tow requires approximately 65 hours to 
come up the Cumberland River to Nashville, and frequently much 
more when waiting at the locks for other fleets. This time would be 
reduced to 29 hours after complete modernization, as shown on the 
attached chart. Some of the large towboat operators have given up 
trying to operate on the Cumberland River due to the delays and 
damages caused by operation in the inadequate channel and small, 
obsolete locks. 

The proposed interconnecting canal between the lower Cumberland 
project and the existing Kentucky Reservoir on the Tennessee River 
will provide further substantial benefits to navigation. The shorten- 
ing of the distance between Nashville and downriver points will re- 
sult in substantial savings in operating costs and will give the addi- 
tional advantage of an alternate route in event of disruption of traffic 
caused by the closure of either the lower Cumberland or Kentucky 
low k. 

During the last war our a could not participate in the pro- 
gram for construction of LST ships at inland yards because the LST’s 
were too large to go in the Cumberland River locks; and we have re- 
cently been precluded from bidding on many of the modern, large, 
integrated river fleets for the same reason. Since the trend in river 
transportation is to this larger equipment, Nashville cannot enjoy 
the benefits of modern river transportation until our existing obsolete 
facilities are replaced with modern facilities; and, furthermore, some 
of our present locks and dams are in such poor condition that they may 
become unusable at any time, which would completely cut Nashville off 
from any river tr: ansport: ition. Accessibility to a modern, canalized 
waterway is becoming more and more a consideration in the selection 
of large new industrial sites; and, since the dispersal of industry 
is now becoming so important to our national defense, it seems of para- 
mount importance to provide modern waterways facilities in this area, 
as well as additional electric power. 

Subsequent photogr: aphs show some of the present river traffic on 
the Cumberland River. 

(6) From the standpoint of power development, there is no question 
about the need for additional electric power. The Tennessee Valley 
Authority, the Federal Power Commission, and the Southeastern 
Power Administration have all -_ on record in support of the power 
features available from the lower Cumberland project and have em- 
phasized the growing need for power from the Cumberland Valley. 
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Sales of power within this region have increased at a tremendous 
rate; and, as you can note from the atts ached charts, the increase from 
1946 to 1953 was 162 percent and 152 percent respectively. ‘This is an 
excellent indication of the probable further rate of increase in the 
future, and the one high dam in lieu of the presently authorized two 
low dams would permit an additional 130,000 kilowatts of capacity 
at a very reasonable cost per kilowatt. 

I favor the maximum utilization and conservation of our natural 
resources, and I feel that we should not let this much potential power 
go to waste when it could economically generate badly needed elec- 
trical energy at a low operating cost and without any depletion of 
our natural resources. The proposed interconnecting canal between 
the Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers would permit much more 
economical utilization of the waters of both rivers for power develop- 
ment. 

(c) The one high dam will have considerable flood water storage, 
which would not be possible with the two low dams; and, although 
this additional flood-control reservoir would not affect us in middle 
Tennessee, it would give added protection to those on the lower Ohio 
and Mississippi Rivers, where it is badly needed, and its location near 
the Ohio River would be very effective in this respect. Flood pro- 
tection for the lower Ohio and Mississippi Valleys must be provided 
by reservoirs on the tributaries, and the proposed lower Cumberland 
Dam will provide a substantial portion of this much-needed flood 
protection. 

(d) The benefits relating to navigation, power development and 
flood control have been assessed in monetary terms and are consider- 
ably more than sufficient to return the Federal investment. Few peo- 
ple, however, realize the tremendous business which has grown up 
through the recreational facilities created by the lakes of high dams. 
Figures have been compiled which indicate that the rec reational busi- 
ness alone would pay for the entire project. The most conservative 
estimate we have for the recreational yield from Kentucky Lake last 
year was $50 million. A conservative estimate for the proportion of 
recreational spending that goes into Federal taxes is 22.6 percent; 
but, if we use only 20 percent as the average tax rate, that means that 
$10 million was collected last year by the Government from that 
source on Kentucky Lake. It is estimated that the lower Cumber- 
land Lake would produc e half of that revenue, or $5 million per year 
in taxes, which in 30 years would pay the cost of the entire project. 
This vast business, which is growing larger each year, will vitally af- 
fect the economy of any area and should be taken into consideration 
in computing the value of this type of dam. Many property owners 
whose lands have been partially flooded by this'type of dam have 
found that their remaining land is worth more than all their Jand was 
worth before the dam was built. 

In view of the apparent indecision during the past 6 or 8 years con- 
cerning the most appropriate type of development for the lower Cum- 
berland River, practially no improvements in river bottom lands and 
no de velopment of port facilities have been accomplished. It is es- 
sential for the improvement of these economic features that a firm 
decision be made as to the most appropriate type of development for 
the lower Cumberland. The overall needs of the area clearly show 
that the complete and efficient use of the entire water resources of the 
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Cumberland River is essential to the progress of the area and the 
Nation, and this can be accomplished only by the construction of the 
high multipurpose dam. 

I therefore respectfully urge this committee to take favorable action 
toward the authorization of this modification in the lower Cumber- 
land project. 

Thank you. 

Gentlemen, that concludes my prepared statement. 

Mr. Aneoetx. Thank you, Mr. Dyer. 

Mr. Dyer. In view of some of the questions which you gentlemen 
have asked previously, I would like to make one or two comments. 

I wanted to explain to you the interrelationship between flood-con- 
trol features on these projects and navigation. 

This past year we had a very serious drought throughout a large 
section of the Mississippi Valley, and the Mississippi River was so 
low that navigation was extremely difficult. There were many times 
when there were as many as 20 boats I counted in a short section of 
the Mississippi River when navigation was very difficult, but if they 
did manage to maintain navigation it was quite necessary to dock 
vessels after each trip in order to change propellers because of the 
low-water conditions. 

I wanted to point out that had it not been for the large reservoirs 
on the Missouri, Tennessee, and Cumberland Rivers which were able 
to release water during that low-water period, navigation would have 
been completely stopped. 

Many people do not realize the benefits to navigation which accrue 
from these large storage reservoirs. I just wanted to bring that point 
out. 

There is one other point I wanted to make as a businessman in pri- 
vate industry. I have never been an advocate of the Federal Govern- 
ment entering into the field of private industry. However, there are 
cases such as this where I think it would be a shameful waste of our 
natural resources if we let the possibilities for utilizing our waters in 
that river go to waste. 

This is the type of project where, as a businessman, I feel we are 
fully justified in having the Federal Government develop this power. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Dyer. 

We have three additional witnesses, Mr. Molloy, Mr. Wake, and 
Mr. White. I would like to ascertain what length of time you gentle- 
men feel you need. The committee’s time is about exhausted and most 
of our members will have to leave. 


STATEMENT OF C. C. MOLLOY, KUTTAWA, KY. 


Mr. Motioy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and you 
gentlemen who are present, after I make a few statements of course 
it is entirely in the hands of you gentlemen. I would like to have 
as much time as you can allow me, although not an unreasonable 
length of time. 

Mr. Ancetx. What is your name, sir? 

Mr. Moxtoy, C. C. Molloy. 

Mr. Ancett. You are the one in opposition ? 

Mr. Motioy. Iam the one. Mr. Wake and I. I am the one to make 
the talk. 
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Mr. Ancetxi. Do you have a written statement ? 

Mr. Mortoy. Well, partially. I do not look like it, but I am in 
rather poor health and worked to death and I have not had much 
opportunity, but I do have here telegrams from the county officials 
and the businessmen of Trigg County sent to me here in care of 
Congressman Gregory. 

Mr. Ancett. Without objection you may file those statements. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 

The supplemental brief dated November 20, 1951, and revised brief dated 
September 15, 1951, both opposing construction of the proposed high dam on 


Cumberland River below Kuttawa, Ky., and signed by J. D. Wake and others, 
copies of which briefs are hereto attached, are now and hereby duly adopted 


and approved by the undersigned. 
This February 22, 1954. 
















Kutrtrawa Rorary CLvus, 
By R. WHITWATEER, 






President. 






Attest: 
RALPH BRAYDON, 
Secretary. 






KutTrawa RetrarL MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION, 
By Cecit Cast, 
President. 






Attest: 
R. WHITWATEER, 
Secretary. 







KuUTTAWA COMMERCIAL CLUB, 
By G. W. MEEK, 
President. 







Attest: 
J.D. MERRYMAN, 
Secretary. 







Crry Counctr, or Kuttawa, Ky., 
By BE. C. Burton, 
Mayor. 






Attest: 
NEAL R, SEXTON, 
City Clerk, 








Kuttawa, Ky., December 8, 1951. 






Re: Proposed high dam on lower Cumberland River. 





BOARD OF ENGINEERS For RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
119 D Street NE., Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : In considering the proposal to construct a high dam on the lower 
Cumberland River the number of individuals, groups, and organizations for 
and against, while to a limited extent persuasive, is not of vital importance 
or decisive. At the hearing held by the Kentucky board at Kentucky Dam 
in November, 1950, representatives of proponents of a high dam stated that 
95 percent of the people along Cumberland River are opposed to construction of 
any dam, high or low, but that as between a high or low dam proponents prefer 
a high dam. ‘ 

The decisive questions should be: (1) Is construction of a high dam neces- 
sary, desirable, advisable, practical, economically justified and in the public 
interest? (2) Will the advantages and benefits outweigh the distadvantages, 
damages, losses and hardships resulting therefrom? 

We believe the arguments presented herein and in our revised and supple- 
ments briefs, copies of which are hereto attached, amply justify and will sustain 
a negative answer to these questions. 

With reference to the production of power, 2 percent interest on the difference 
in cost of construction of a coal, oil, or gas steam-electric plant and the high 
dam will more than pay the fuel bill of the steam plant. Originally the high 
dam was estimated to cost $130 million (now $145 million and eventually prob- 
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ably much more) with a capacity (not production, which probably will be not 
more than 60 percent of rated capacity) of 130,000 kilowatt. Cost of Electri: 
Energy’s plant is $88 million and its capacity 652,000 kilowatts, a construction 
cost of $135 per kilowatt, or $17,550,000 for 130,000 kilowatts. The difference 
in cost of construction would therefore be $112,450.000, and 2 percent interest 
thereon $2,249,000. Four hundred and sixteen thousand tons of coal (1 year’s 
supply—see clipp from Paducah (Ky) Sun-Democrat of November 30, 1951, 
hereto attached) at $5 per ton would cost $2,080,000. Depreciation should also 
be considered. Therefore, from a cost of construction and operation and 
power production standpoint the high dam is economically unsound and un- 
justified. Would it not be far better to spend this $145 million for a steam- 
electric plant that will have a capacity to and actually will produce 963,000 
or more kilowatts, aid the coal, transportation, and other indsutries and save 
Kuttawa, Eddyville, and the lower Cumberland from destruction. 

As to navigation: When high costs of rights-of-way, roadbeds, rails, ties, 
maintenance, taxes, etc., of railroads are taken into consideration in compari- 
son with all these things furnished free and as a Government subsidy to the 
river transportation companies, it actually cost for more per ton mile to trans- 
port freight by river than by rail. A few large corporations receive most of 
the benefits of river transportation, and not many items are so transported. 
‘Traffic is slow, tows and dams vulnerable tagrets, dams cannot be camouflaged 
and destruction would terminate river traflic for long periods and there can 
be no detours 

As to flood control: There would be none above dam (flood conditions would 
he worse), and flood-control benefit below wuld be comparatively trivial. 

Therefore, it appears there is no reason, justification, or excuse for con- 
struction of the proposed high dam. 

Notwithstanding many Army engineers are probably affected by “damitis,” 
we believe the members of this board are patriotic citizens conscientiously 
desiring to do what it right-and best, and we submit our arguments to you con- 
tident of the righteousness of our caust 

Very truly yours, 
C. MoLnoy, 
Attorney at law. 

P. S.—We are confident hundreds of citizens of Lyon County would sign peti- 
tions opposing construction of a high dam or a high or low dam, but as the dam 
agitation injuriously affects the health of some of the older people and business 
and the question comes up every few months we have circulated no petitions. 


SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED HigH DAM ON LOWER 
CUMBERLAND RIVER 


Re: High Dam proposed by United States Army engineers to be constructed on 
Cumberland River at mile 30.5 above mouth, near Grand Rivers, Ky., eleva- 
tions 355-375 feet, but subject to change, at estimated cost of $145 million. 
This brief is supplementary to revised brief dated January 3, 1951, as revised 

September 15, 1951, submitted by J. D. Wake and others. A copy of said revised 

brief is attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

First, attention is called to comparative cost of construction of coal-steam 
and hydro plants, time required for construction before actual production of 
electricity, actual quantity or kilowatt production of electricity as distinguished 
from rated capacity, and dependability and certainty as opposed to undepend- 
ability and uncertainty of production, as is set out under “first” on page 1 of 
revised brief. 

Second, due to location of Paducah Atomic Plant, TVA, and Electric Energy 
steam plants, Kentucky Dam and proposed lower Cumberland River high dam in 
a comparatively small area and proximity to other high dams on the Tennessee 
and Cumberland Rivers plants and dams would be bombing targets in the event 
of war. Plants can be camouflaged, but dams and powerhouses cannot be as 
rivers and lakes will locate them. Destruction of both dams (Kentucky dam 
and Cumberland high dam) at the same time would greatly endanger cities, 
towns, etc., on the lower rivers, and production of electricity, river and railroad 
traffic and flood control for a long time. Bomb damage to railroads and high- 
ways can be repaired in a very short time and railroads and highway traffic 
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in be detoured, but high dams and hydropower plants cannot be restored or 
ebuilt quickly. 

Third, production by steamplants is dependable and certain, but production 

hydro plants is undependable and uncertain. How much would hydro plants 

duce and what effect would production failure have on the defense effort at 
critical time during periods of drought, possibly for one or more years? 
During floods? These things can and may happen. 

Fourth, most of the acreage that would be flooded by the proposed high dam 
see “third” bottom p. 1 of revised brief) is used year after year for production 
f corn, and this corn is used to produce livestock for badly needed meat. Much 
f the up or high land should not be used for corn production oftener than 1 out 

4 years. 

This November 20, 1951. 


Milt Williams, J. H. Wiseman, F. M. Pedley, J. D. Wake, T. Ernie 
Bates, J. Philip Glenn, A. B. , ©. C. Molloy, R. 8. Mason. 


The foregoing brief and revised brief referred to therein were duly adopted and 
pproved by the Kuttawa Rotary Club, of Kuttawa, Ky. 
This November 20, 1951. 
NOAH A, COLE, 
President. 
RALPH BRAGDEN, 
Secretary. 
The foregoing brief and revised brief referred to therein were duly adopted 
and approved by the Kuttawa Commercial Club, of Kuttawa, Ky. 
This November 20, 1951. 
G. U. MIcnr, 
President. 
J. D. MERRYMAN, 
Secretary. 


Copy or Sienep Brier SENT TO SENATORS EARLE CC, CLEMENTS AND THOMAS 
R. UnpERWoop, Hon. Nosie J. GREGORY, MASTER OF CEREMONIES, AND OTHERS 


Re: High dam proposed by McKellar bill to be constructed on Cumberland River 
at mile 30.5 above mouth, near Grand Rivers, Ky., elevations 355-375 feet, 
but subject to change. 


STATEMENT OF ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST ON BEHALF OF OPPONENTS 


As public-spirited citizens we do not desire to oppose any public improvement 
that is urgently needed and practical, notwithstanding the loss we as individuals 
may suffer without compensation. 

BENEFITS 


We concede certain benefits will result from construction of the proposed 
high dam, viz: Power, navigation, recreation (slight, if any, due to proximity 
to Kentucky Dam) and some flood control below, but not above dam, for flood 
conditions will be worse, i. e., January 25, 1950, a flood stage of 368.8 feet was 
reached at Kentucky Dam, and had Cumberland high dam been in use water at 
Kuttawa would have been 5 feet above the 1937 highest level. 


DISADVANTAGES 


First, figures on time required for construction, cost, capacity, etc., of steam 
plant being constructed by Electric Energy, Inc., at Joppa, near the Paducah, 
Ky., atomic plant, and proposed high dam are as follows: 


Time required 
for construction 
and to begin Capacity 
production of 
electricity 


} Kilowatts 
Steam plant. ... 1 to years. .__. $88, 000, 000 652, 000 
Dam, ete... . ‘ | 5 to 7 years.....-| 130, 000, 000 130, 000 
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Production of dam depends on water supply above and stage below. Accord 
ing to our information Kentucky Dam produced only approximately 4 percent 
of its capacity in January 1950 due to high water below dam. 

Comparative cost of construction per kilowatt will be: Steam plant, $135 per 
kilowatt capacity and production ; dam, $1,000 per kilowatt capacity. 

Actual production at dam will probably average far below capacity, and actual 
cost of construction of dam, etc., will probably far exceed estimated cost. 

Second, shortages of manpower (labor), steel (required for dam, relocation 
of 9 to 13 miles of railroad, ete.), housing (several thousand people will be 
driven from their homes), etc. 

Third, quoting Tom Wallace: “The Cook report says that by 1975 70 million 
additional food-producing acres will be required.” 

The high dam proposed by the TVA (which is substantially the same as the 
one proposed by the United States Army engineers) would, according to their 
figures, take 115,000 acres, 30,000 acres of which is between elevations 359 and 
375 feet and to be available for agricultural purposes. 

The high dam proposed by the United States Army engineers, according to 
their figures, will take 62,000 acres to elevation 359 feet, and 34,000 acres between 
elevations 359 and 375 feet, a total of 96,000 acres, the 34,000 acres to be available 
for agricultural purposes. See letter November 6, 1950, from Lt. Col. E. H. Dillon, 
Corps of Engineers executive officer, to C. C. Molloy, of Kuttawa, Ky. A con- 
siderable difference in figures as to acreage involved. 

The lake will extend from mile 30.5 to mile 148.7 or 118.2 miles. 

TVA would take an average of 973 acres per mile, United States Army engineers 
would take an average of 525 acres per mile, to the 359-foot elevation, and an 
average of 288 acres per mile between 359-foot and 375-foot elevations. 

We do not have figures for acreage to be taken in Lyon County, but as approxi- 
mately 24 miles or a little more than one-fifth of the 118.2-mile lake will be in 
Lyon County and as valley is wider and water deeper just above the dam 
acreage will be considerably above the average. 

Fourth, Lyon County has an area of only 266.36 square miles or 170,470.4 acres. 
Approximately 35,000 to 40,000 acres were taken by the wildlife refuge and TVA 
leaving only 130,000 to 135,000 acres privately owned and subject to taxation. 
Taking of additional acreage for high dam will make it necessary for what is 
left to be added to some other county. 

Fifth, Kuttawa and Eddyville. 

Approximately 60 percent of Kuttawa improved property, including all busi- 
ness houses with possibly one exception, will be taken. 

The remaining 40 percent will not be taken or moved to a new location, result- 
ing in a great reduction in value without compensation. 

Eddyville will be affected in substantially the same way, but business section 
and many nice homes are frequently flooded. This occurred twice in 1950. 
But the same is not true of Kuttawa, improvements in the flooded section being 
less valuable. 

Moving the towns to a new location will not help, for agriculture is our 
principal and practically only industry, and with all river and creek bottom 
lands above the dam flooded and that part of Lyon County south of Cumberland 
River (lake) and the Eddyville and Princeton Highway (U. S. 62) cut off by 
water the trade area (adjoining towns now get some trade from outer edges of 
Lyon County) reduced from approximately 100,000 acres to approximately 40,000 
acres of mostly hill land leaving not enough to support one town, much less two. 
Corn is raised on most of the river and creek bottom land that will be flooded 
permanently year after year. 

Business and professional men and others will suffer heavy losses for which 
they will receive no compensation 

Sixth, Paducah, Smithland, Cairo, and down river would be further and addi- 
tionally endangered in event both dams were bombed simultaneously. 

Seventh, in a few years atomic energy may be used to produce electric power 
more cheaply and efficiently and without causing such great damage to so many 
people. Compare practicability, etc., conversion to atomic from coal-steam and 
dam. 

Righth, storage and flood-control dams on the upper river and tributaries 
constructed and under construction will reduce flood danger in the future. Also 
conservation, ete. 

Ninth, due to narrower valleys and higher hills or mountains, dams on the 
upper river near source have following advantages, viz: 
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ord 
cent (a) Construction cost is less; (b) head is greater and produce more power ; 
c) flood less land; (d) provide more dependable and constant water supply 
> per below for navigation and lower dams during dry periods; and (¢) provide some 
: flood control below. 
tual We have been informed the Nashville Banner in 1950 carried an article stating 
: Carthage, Old Hickory, and Celina Dams can be constructed more quickly than 
tio} ind at approximately the same cost as the proposed dam at mile 30.5 near 
1 he Grand Rivers, Ky., viz: $130 million, and will provide 265,000 kilowatts as 
compared with Grand Rivers’ high dam’s 130,000 kilowatts; also that for these 
llion easons the United States Army engineers favor construction of these dams on 
the upper river prior to construction of a high dam on the lower river. TVA 
- the followed this plan, building upper dams first and Kentucky Dam (nearest 
heir nouth) last. 
and Tenth, production of power by proposed Grand Rivers high dam would, as 
is the case at Kentucky Dam, not be dependable on account of lack of height 
y to ; ind backwater from the Ohio. 
reen Eleventh, in an article reporting accomplishments of the TVA published in the 
able Louisville Courier-Journal of December 31, 1950, it is said : 
llon “The TVA reservoir system lowered two crests of a long flood of last Jan- 
con iary and February on the lower Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, the first by about 
» feet and the second by over a foot measured at Cairo, Ill, the report says. 
“These reductions helped materially in averting use of the 200 square-mile 
pers Bird’s Point-New Madrid Floodway, a rich farming area from which hundreds 
| an if residents moved when engineers considered opening the levee, TVA related.” 
Which would do the most damage? To flood the 200 square mile Bird’s 
Oxi- Point-New Madrid Floodway once every 15 or 20 years or to flood all the river 
e in and creek bottomland on Cumberland River above the proposed high dam per- 
lam nanently, also Eddyville and Kuttawa, and especially when the engineers protect 
the floodway against floods approximately 95 percent or more of the time and 
res. they now have the right to flood the floodway when necessary ? 
‘VA If all the TVA reservoir system lowered the crests of the 1950 floods only 1 
ion. to 2 feet on the Ohio and Mississippi, how much would dams on the much 
t is smaller Cumberland lower crests? Perhaps a fraction of 1 foot. 
This January 3, 1951, as revised September 15, 1951. 
; J. D. Wake, J. H. Wiseman, H. Ernest Yates, A. B. Thomson, J. Philip 
uSI- Glenn, F. M. Wilcox, J. C. Barnett, R. P. Whittington, J. P. Rat- 
cliff, A. Koltinsky, W. V. Egbert, Mrs. H. C. Owen, G. C. Black, 
ult- Rosamond Smith, Conway Lacey, G. W. Mick, C. W. Croft, Noah 
s H. Cole, W. W. Gray, Cecil East, W. W. MeQuigg, R. T. Jones, 
on T. L. Phillips, M. D., E. R. Harrison, D. D. S., Sydney G. Dyer, 
0) M. D., T. O. Turner. 
ing ni ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 
Mr. AnceLL. The committee will be glad to hear you for 5 minutes, 
pur let us say. Is that agreeable? 
om Mr. Moruoy. After I talked 5 minutes if you want to hear me fur- 
{ . s . 
7 ther I will be glad to be heard, because we are the folks that are hit 
of by this. 
100 Mr. AnGett. And you may file any of those documents that you 
tod have and they will be placed on file, but not necessarily in the record. 
ec S — . ° ° a . 
Mr. Moxtwoy. To begin with, the principal argument that has been 
ich made all the way through has been power. The estimate here this 
: morning, as I understood it, was $59 million allotted or allocated to 
di- the cost of power, which, of course, is probably most favorable to 
a the other items. 
ny Now, at an average of $150 per kilowatt, that same amount of money 
nd would build a steam plant of nearly 400,000-kilowatt capacity. The 
dam will have a capacity of 130,000 kilowatts. Its actual produc- 
ies ; ; - : ne : ‘ ; 
“4 tion, according to the United States Army Engineers’ claim, is a little 


less than half of that, or less than 65,000 kilowatts. It is 551 million 
he killowatts for the year. 
39263 
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Now, as to the average cost per kilowatt for production, and not 
capacity, it would be for the dam $900,000 per kilowatt. The Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority claims it is building that Shawnee plant for 
$144 to $145 per kilowatt of production. The electric energy people 
expect to build theirs at a cost of $135, which is the estimate. But due 
to strikes and obstructions the TVA figures it costs them between 
$175 and $200 per kilowatt. 

In my brief I refer to that original cost and this brief was prepared 
in the latter part of 1951. Those prices for costs would be the same 
in the different ratios. 

So looking at it from a business standpoint the dam is absolutely 
impractical. 

Another thing is, they had to shut these plants down at Calvert 
City this winter “because of a failure of hydro power. ‘The supporters 
of this proposition went to Calvert City and tried to get these people 
to back this, but they would not because they had ‘had the actual 
experience, 

In this brief over 2 years ago I made that statement. The interest 
on the difference in cost on the steam plant of the same capacity and 
this dam, and the savings would pay the coal bill for the steam plant. 
So from a power standpoint it is absolutely impracticable. 

If you will examine one of the pamphlets of this organization that 
is favoring this dam that it has gotten out—and I have one of them 
here, and they have plenty of them—it is devoted entirely to recrea 
tion. They want to destroy thousands of acres of river bottom lands 
in these towns of Kuttawa and Arcadia, possibly, although I am not 

familiar with the Arcadia situation, and drive these people out. 
It will not improve the recreation business because only 5 percent of 
the Kentucky shoreline has been developed. It will not increase the 
recreation business 5 percent, so that there is absolutely no sound 
basis for that. 

As to navigation, if you figure it this way— What it costs the rail- 
roads for the land and what it costs for right-of-way and what 
it costs for the construction of grades, and the tracks, and rails, and 
ties, and then figure the taxes that the railroad company pays on that 
and the costs of maintenance and the people they employ, and take 
that into consideration and then conta that you furnish to a few 
big companies that operate on the river the roadbed and the right- 
of-way and the tracks and rails and maintenance all free of charge, 
and the fact that it costs the taxpayers of this country, the country 
as a whole—in other words, the freight rates they charge are no 
criteria. It is a dollar and a half or two dollars or more than it does 
to move by rail. They pay very little taxes. 

Of course, these improvements pay none, and are made by the 
Government. ; 

The boats—they have finally gotten to making some of the boats 
in Kentucky pay. 

As to flood control, the minimum of this dam will be 350 feet. The 
normal stage of the Kentucky is 349, and the maximum is 375. This 
is supposed to be the same, but they are afraid to keep the water in 
the ene ‘ky Dam at 349 for fear they will have a flood like they 
had in 1937, and they are keeping it much lower even in the winter. 
The Kuttawa flood in 1937 was right at 364 feet. So you can say this: 
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That so far as that area is concerned in the Cumberland River it will 
be flooded all the time, and these thousands of acres of mostly cornland 
in the river and creek bottoms will be taken out of production. 

I have data to back all this up, but I understand you gentlemen 
ire very busy and of course I realize that. I have come up here and 
am taking up your time. 

Mr. AnceLt. Mr. Molloy, we are glad to have had you before the 
ommittee and your statement will certainly be conside red by the full 
committee. You may file with the committee any of those documents 

ou have and they will be placed on file. 

Mr. Neau. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that he be allowed to file 
for the committee report at least a short statement / 

Mr. ANGett., Any additional statement you desire to file for the 
record will be included in the record. The other documents will be 
received as exhibits. 

Mr. Moxt.oy. Let me mention this to you gentlemen. 

Mr. ANGELL. Your 5 minutes are up. 

Mr. Mottoy. Your TVA literature that I got at Kentucky Dam 
just a few days ago shows that production is 18 billion kilowatts. 
but I want to be fair to them. I believe that is maybe as of July 1 
for the year preceding June 30,1951. But that is what they are putting 
out now. 

Mr. Jones. Who is putting that out / 

Mr. Motioy. TVA. 

Mr. Jones. To what publication do you refer ? 

Mr. Motroy. Here it is, right here. 

Mr. Jones. Do you take issue with the TVA figures / 

Mr. Motor. No, sir. What I am taking is their basis, but I don’t 
want to say I am misquoting it. Here it is. I have only one of them. 
When I got it I was down there and had no idea of using it. But 
here it is for you to see. I got it a few days ago. 

Mr. JoNnegs. W hat point are you trying to make ¢ 

Mr. Motxoy. The point I want to m: ake is this: e ighteen billion was 
their total production in 30 dams on the Tennessee River and its tribu- 
taries, and possibly including what they got from the Cumberland 
and their steam plants—the whole thing. And one steam plant with 
just a trifle over 2 million kilowatts of capacity at a cost of $300 
million will produce as much power as they did. 

Now, as I said, I am taking what the TVA says, that the Shawnee 
plant is costing $144 to $145 per kilowatt for construction, and I am 
firuring it at $150. You multiply 2 million kilowatts of capacity-——— 

Mr. Jones. But you are not taking into account the cost of the op- 
eration of that plant over its life expectancy as compared with the 
cost of production of the hydro potential of the stream, are you? 

Mr. Monitor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You are just taking the initial cost. 

Mr. Motxoy. Yes, sir. If you take into account the interest at a 
very low rate on the difference in cost that will pay for the coal bill. 
| have a lot of data on that, but I just want to give you gentlemen 
some idea of the facts we present. 

If I can, I would like to get the names of all of the members of 
this committee from your clerk. 

Mr. Ancerti. The clerk will give you the names. 
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Mr. Motor. So that I can send copies of this to you. 
Mr. Anoetw. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Motxoy. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancett. Now Mr. Wake. 

Mr. Waxe. I do not care to be heard. Thank you. 
Mr. Anceti. Thank you. 

Mr. Bugher, how long will you take? 


STATEMENT OF FORREST BUGHER, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
KENTUCKY STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Bueuer. About 2 minutes. 

Mr. AncgELL. All right. 

Mr. Bueuer. I have a statement I would like to file, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Anceti. That may be received in the record, without objection. 
(The statement of Mr. Bugher is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF FoRREST BUGHER 


Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Forrest Bugher, a vice president of 
the Kentucky State Federation of Labor. I am from the First District of 
Kentucky. I am here representing organized labor affiliated with the Paducah 
Building Trades Council, Paducah, Ky. I consider it a great privilege to appear 
before this committee. My purpose is to support appropriations for the high dam 
on the Cumberland River which was proposed by the United States Corp of 
Engineers. Among the members of organized labor in western Kentucky, there 
are many who are property owners on both sides of the Cumberland River, and 
their family and their families’ family before them have been property owners 
and taxpayers. These people have seen the development of this region. They 
are well aware of the further opportunities which will be afforded industry, and 
which will interest industry in this region. They are of the Opinion that it will 
afford employment to people who are native to that region, and in great measure, 
do away with the necessity of their children moving far north and east in order 
that they may be employed. 

West Kentucky, at the present time, is in the process of evolving from an 
agricultural State into an industrial State. The people in this region are 
vitally interested in the consérvation of the natural resources from our great 
land. They see the opportunity to conserve the minerals which may otherwise 
be wasted. They see the opportunity in some measure, to alleviate the problem 
of floodwaters in the lower Ohio Valley region, and they, as well, have a selfish 
motive which I have in part stated before, that is the development industrially 
of this region, thereby creating a continuity of employment to the people residing 
in the region. Due to the absence of employment opportunities many of the 
natives of this region have found it necessary to travel to other parts of the 
country in order that they may be employed. Due to this necessity of seeking 
employment elsewhere, we are fortunate in having labor force available who are 
experienced in industrial operations. It is unfortunate indeed that this region 
has been unable to afford employment for its people. At the present time, in this 
region, there is a large labor force available who are experienced. If the 
gentlemen of this committee would look into the statistics on employment, I am 
sure they would find many instances of people who have been employed in other 
sections of the country having returned to Kentucky as well as other Southern 
States, due to the absence of employment. This brings about a condition that is 
not healthy, but it is the belief of labor that by the construction of this dam, it 
would afford great opportunities for industry in this area; thereby affording 
job opportunities for the citizens of this area. In truth, gentlemen, it would 
serve a great public need, as well as a great service to the well-being of our 
country. It cannot be truthfully stated that any of us can Jive alone. Whatever 
advantage may be gained in this particular region will, in some measure, be 
imparted to the Nation as a whole. 

Gentlemen, it is indeed the sincere wish of labor that this appropriation be 
granted so that our Nation, as a whole may profit by the wise action on the part 
of the committee. I thank you. 
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Mr. Ancexx. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Bueuer. Mr. C hairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Forrest Bugher, a vice president of the Kentucky State Fed- 
eration of Labor. I am from the First District of Kentucky. 

I am here representing organized labor affiliated with the Paducah 
Building Trades Council, Paducah, Ky. I consider it a great privi- 
lege to appear before this committee. My purpose is to support 
appropriations for the high dam on the Cumberland River which was 
proposed by the United States C orps of Engineers. Among the 
members of organized labor in western Kentuc ky there are many who 
are property owners on both sides of the Cumberland River, and their 

family and their family’s family before them have been property 
owners and té payers, These people have seen the development of 
this region. They are well aware of the further opportunities which 
will be afforded industry, and which will interest industry in this 
region. 

They recognize with the construction of this dam that it will afford 
better business opportunities and opportunities for the people. They 
are willing and urge very much the adoption of this high dam. 

Mr. ANGeLL. Thank you, Mr. Bugher. We are very happy to have 
had you here. 

Mr. White, how much time will you require ? 


STATEMENT OF POLLARD WHITE, FARMER, TRIGG COUNTY, KY. 


Mr. Wuire. About 5 or 6 minutes. 

Mr. AnceLu. Very well. You may proceed, Mr. White. If you 
have a statement it may be received for the record, and if you will 
just hit the high points the committee will appreciate it. 

Mr. Wuire. Allright. I will be just as quick as I can, 

Mr. Anceti. You may proceed. 

Mr. Wuire. Gentlemen, my name is Pollard White and I live on 
my farm of 800 acres in Trigg County, Ky. All my life I have lived 
within a stone’s throw of the river. Throughout the years I have 
observed how the river acts in times of heavy rainfall and I have 
tried to learn the problems of river bottom farming. What I 
shall say here will have to do with the development of the lower 
Cumberland River from the farmer’s standpoint. 

Since the days of Andrew Jackson the entire Cumberland River 
has been in the control and under the management of the Corps of 
United States Army Engineers. About the time Kentucky Dam and 
Kentucky Lake were being completed by the TVA on the lower Ten- 
nessee River in 1948, the ‘Corps of Army Engineers had a plan for 
the development of the lower Cumberland River along similar lines. 
Their idea was for the two reservoirs to be connected by a channel, 
thereby coordinating the two into a single giant project such as is 
impossible to be built anywhere else in the world for at no other place 
in the world is the lay of rivers such as to make a project of equal 
magnitude and grandeur possible. This was the original idea and 
plan of the Corps of Army Engineers. 

In order to understand the plan it must be remembered that the 
Tennessee and the Cumberland, both of them long rivers, run roughly 
parallel to each other for the last hundred miles of their courses. The 
long strip of land between them is known as “between the rivers.” At 
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one place the two rivers almost come together, the distance between 
them at this point being only 2 or 3 miles. After leaving this point, 
however, the rivers spread out again until the distance between them 
is 12 or 15 miles. Kentucky Dam on the Tennessee River is located at 
this narrow point and it was the idea of the Corps of Army Engineers 
to build a corresponding dam on the Cumberland at this same narrow 
point also, thereby making the connecting channel between the two 
reservoirs a simple matter. 

But the Governors of Tennessee and Kentucky at that time, Gover- 
nors McCord and Willis, respectively, succeeded in getting the Corps 
of Army Engineers’ plan modified to three low dams useful for navi- 
gation only. These three low dams were authorized by Congress and 
they still stand on the books as the official plan for the development 
of the lower Cumberland. It must be kept in mind, however, that 
this was not the plan recommended by the Corps of Army Engineers. 
It was directly opposite to their recommendations. 

My purpose in coming to you today is to ask you to restore the plan 
that was originally recommended by the Corps of Engineers and to 
say to you that this is the farmers’ viewpoint. We farmers up and 
down the Cumberland River all the way from Nashville to the mouth 
of the river are unanimous in our belief that the Corps of Engineers 
were right in the first place and that it was a lamentable mistake to 
change their plan of a single multipurpose high dam development to 
that of a series of low dams. We farmers feel like we have a great 
stake in the matter for we believe that these low dams would ruin us 
just as effectually as the high dam would without bringing to us in 
return any of the compensational benefits of the high dam develop- 
ment. We are asking you, I say, to restore the original plan and idea 
of the Corps of Engineers. It is our considered belief that this would 
be in the interest of everybody. We people who live and operate farms 
in this valley don’t believe it is necessary for us to be professional engi- 
neers to figure this matter out. We consider that we have learned our 
lesson from our direct contact with the river. 

Realizing as I do that it is incumbent upon me to present evidence 
and proof that I do correctly represent the sentiments of the people 
when I claim that they are practically unanimous in their i ag 
to the low dams, I cite as proof the mass meetings that have been held 
in every county touched by the Cumberland from Nashville down. 
The results of these meetings are a matter of record. It is the same 
story everywhere. There have been no exceptions. Wherever the 
people have been called together and given opportunity to express 
their sentiments they have without exception done so in the strongest 
terms, always voicing their opposition to the low dams. 

Of all the counties that would be affected by new development on 
the lower Cumberland River it is generally agreed that Trigg and 
Lyon Counties of Kentucky are those that would be affected most. 
Since these are the ones that would be affected most I choose the mass 
meetings that were held in the county seats of these counties for 
special reports to you. Here follows a direct quotation from the 
Louisville Courier-Journal in ae on the mass meeting held 
in Eddyville, Ky., county seat of Lyon County : 


Bottom-land farmers of Lyon County formed an organization here today to 
fight for the high dam on the lower Cumberland River. The mass meeting of 
farmers and businessmen yoted 115 to 5 for the high dam as against the low. 
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Here follows next a direct quotation from the Nashville Tennessean 
n reporting on the mass meeting held in Cadiz, Trigg County, Ky.: 

Trigg and Lyon County citizens went on record here today in favor of the 
high dam development of the lower Cumberland River. 

In the last 2 years two other hearings have been held for the ex- 
clusive purpose of considering the question of the development of the 
lower Cumberland River and I am taking the liberty to call your 
ittention to them at this time. Although these were not primarily 
mass meetings of local farmers and businessmen, we farmers were 
nvited and we were called upon to testify. 

The first of these meetings was a hearing before the Water Re- 
sources Board of the State of Kentucky at Gilbertsville, Ky, This 
board, composed of nine members representing all sections of the 
State, voted after an exhaustive hearing 8 to 1 in favor of the high 
dam development, the dissenting member being the one who repre- 
-ented the coal producing section of the State. 

The other hearing was before a board of review composed of seven 
generals of the Army in Washington City in 1952. After an ex- 
haustive hearing this board also gave its approval to the high dam 
development. 

I think it is safe to say the development of the lower Cumberland 
River by a series of low dams has not been given the public approval 
of any board or any other organized group of citizens in recent years. 

It is a generally admitted fact that farming in the lower Cumber- 
land River Valley has come to be a hazardous business, certainly much 
more hazardous than it was a few years back and growing more 
hazardous every year. Floods are more frequent and more unpre- 
dictable than they once were. We farmers are reduced now to the 
growing of practically a single crop, that crop being corn. None of 
the good things that modern science has discovered for agriculture 
has turned out to be for the benefit of river bottom farmers. We 
have not participated in any of these discoveries. Legumes do not 
thrive on our overflow lands. And when such things as lime and 
fertilizers are applied they go off in the first overflow. 

For these and several other reasons we lowland farmers do not find 
ourselves too happily situated today. There is a distinct movement 
or rather a desire for movement away from the river bottoms to the 
more favorable upland locations. There is no doubt about this. 

We people of the Cumberland River Valley realize it is inevitable 
but that new development of some kind must soon come to our section. 
We are reconciled to it. Since it must come we say let it be that 
development which will be best not for us only but that will be best 
for our county as a whole, for our State as a whole, and for our 
Nation. 

Mr. Anereti. Thank you very much, Mr. White. That was a 
very fine statement. 

I have three documents that without objection I will ask to be placed 
on file with the committee. One is a letter from Alex S. Chamberlain, 
dated February 22, 1954; and another is a letter dated February 23, 
1954, from Sanford Alexander of the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers; and the third is a resolution of the Carlisle 
Orange Post 116 of the American Legion of the United States at 
Princeton, Ky., which will be placed on file. 
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Congressman Priest, do you have a request to place some documents 
in the file ? 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the courtesy of the com- 
mittee. I do not have a statement and do not intend to take the time 
of the committee to make a statement. I believe the subject has been 
adequately covered by the engineers and other witnesses. I know the 
committee is fully familiar with the project and with the projects 
previously Gitta and with the proposal now to convert to one 
high dam instead of two lower dams. 

secause I introduced a bill in the House to authorize this modifi- 
cation, as author of that bill, I have received personally quite a 
number of resolutions, letters, and statements from various civic or- 
ganizations within the area, from business organizations and others, all 
in support of this modification of the original plan, that is, in support 
of the high dam. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that they may be filed 
with the committee. 

Mr. AnGeLL. Without objection they will be received and placed 
on file. 

Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, I was notified by Senator Gore he had 
planned to be here for this hearing this morning, but he was detained 
by an important committee session in the Senate, and that is the reason 
why he was unable to be present. He is also the author of a similar 
bill in the Senate, authorizing the high dam. 

Thank you so much. 

Mr. Anoetit. Thank you. The committee has received a letter 
from the Assistant Secretary of the Interior submitting additional 
information on the replacement of wildlife habitat and facilities 
which will be destroyed by this project. Without objection this letter 
will be inserted in the record at this point. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 26, 1954 
Hon. Grorce A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Donpero: In connection with your consideration of the Cumber- 
land River project, Kentucky and Tennessee, of the Corps of Engineers, this 
Department wishes to furnish additional information on the replacement of 
wildlife habitat and facilities which will be destroyed by that project. 

By letter of June 11, 1952, to Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, then Chief of Engineers, 
Corps of Engineers, former Under Secretary R. D. Searles submitted comments 
of the Department of the Interior on this project. That letter, referring to a 
report of the Fish and Wildlife Service, dated July 18, 1951, indicated that the 
lower Cumberland Dam and Reservoir would cause severe losses to wildlife re- 
sources of the lower Cumberland River Basin and physical losses to the Ken- 
tucky Woodlands National Wildlife Refuge. It recommended that provision be 
made for measures to reduce the project-occasioned losses. 

Those comments were supplemented on March 10, 1953, by a letter to Maj. Gen. 
Samuel D. Sturgis, Jr., Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, from Vernon D. 
Northrop, then Under Secretary of the Interior. 

In the report of the Chief of Engineers dated January 23, 1953, which appears 
in Senate Document No. 81, 83d Congress, 2d session, it is stated that the report 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service does not state clearly what measures should be 
taken for fish and wildlife protection. In order that the committee may have 
more specific information on measures considered necessary for the protection 
of wildlife resources, there is attached a brief preliminary habitat replacement 
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report, lower Cumberland Dam and Reservoir project, prepared by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, dated March 1954. 

It is hoped that the Congress will authorize the acquisition in fee title and 
the development of lands described in the attached report which would provide 
for the protection of wildlife resources. A large portion of those lands also 
would be utilized for periodic reservoir storage. 

Sincerely yours, 
OrME LEWIs, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


\ PRELIMINARY HABITAT REPLACEMENT ReporT, LOWER CUMBERLAND DAM AND 
RESERVOIR PROJECT, CUMBERLAND RIVER, KY. AND TENN. 


INTRODUCTION 


In July 1951 the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared a preliminary report 
on the effects on fish and wildlife on water-development projects contemplated 
in the lower Cumberland Basin below Old Hickory Dam site, Tenn. Two plans 
of development were reviewed: (1) The plan as authorized by Congress, and 
(2) an alternate plant originally considered by the Corps of Engineers and 
later restudied to ascertain whether it would more nearly satisfy current needs 
and yield greater economic benefits. 

Following an examination of the projects provided by these plans, it was the 
conclusion of the Fish and Wildlife Service that severe losses of wildlife habitat 
would result from the alternate plan and that to provide for partial compensation 
for these losses, intensive development and managment of certain lands and 
waters in and near the project area would be necessary. 

Since the alternate plant has been recommended for substitution by the Chief 
of Engineers, the Fish and Wildlife Service has given further consideration 
to means and costs of habitat replacement as are described in this report. 


DESCRIPTION OF LOWER CUMBERLAND PROJECT 


Of those projects provided by the alternate plan, we are concerned in this 
report with the recommended lower Cumberland Dam and Reservoir. This 
project, with a total estimated construction cost of $145 million, is described 
in Senate Document No. 81, 88d Congress, 2d session. The project will provide 
for the construction of a dam located at mile 30.5 on the Cumberland River in 
the vicinity of Grand Rivers, Ky., primarily for flood control, power production, 
and navigation purposes. The reservoir will comprise 57,650 acres at elevation 
359.0 feet and will extend from the dam for a distance of 118.2 miles upstream 
to Cheatham lock and dam which is now under construction. 

The maximum control reservoir level will be 375.0 feet. The reservoir storage 
capacity above normal operating levels will be reserved for flood control and 
ordinarily will be utilized during the winter and early spring months. 

Connected with the Tennessee River by an open canal, operation of the lower 
Cumberland project wil be coordinated with Kentucky Dam and Reservoir. 
In this manner, advantdge can be taken of any diversity of flow on the two 
streams for greater flood control, navigation, and power benefits. 


EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE RESOURCES 


Construction of the Cumberland Dam and Reservoir project will virtually 
eliminate the wildlife utility of all habitat below the normal operating pool level 
and reduce the carrying capacity of the adjacent uplands included in the 
Kentucky Woodlands National Wildlife Refuge of 64,829 acres. The total area 
under consideration as thus defined comprises 118,114 acres. This habitat now 
supports big-game, upland-game, fur-animal, and waterfowl populations which 
sustain or are capable of sustaining a harvest with an estimated annual value of 
$89,000. Loss of wildlife will be most severe in the vicinity of the refuge where 
wildlife populations of high density are dependent to a large extent on the abun- 
dant foods produced by the fertile soils of the Cumberland River bottom lands. 
Permanent and periodic inundation of these lands will deprive wildlife of an 
essential portion of the habitat and, in addition to eliminating resident popula- 
tions, will decrease the carrying capacity of the general area. Estimated annual 
losses of wildlife production with the project will be $50,000. 
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The loss of tangible property in the Kentucky Woodlands National Wildlife 
Refuge as a result of permanent and periodic inundation by the reservoir will 
be great. An analysis of the total value of capital assets of the refuge reveals 
that lands and improvements are currently estimated to have a value of $3,880,700. 
Of the 64,829 acres of land contained within the refuge boundaries, 4,300 acres 
consisting of fertile bottom lands below 359.0 feet have an estimated value of 
$449,750 exclusive of buildings and improvements. Between elevations 359.0 
feet and 375.0 feet there are 1,700 acres of cleared and forest lands within the 
refuge with an estimated value of $114,000. Physical developments, including 
water-control structures, buildings and other permanent installations, have a 
total estimated value of $310,000. These include Honker, Esselton, and Empire 
Lakes, which have been constructed as an integral part of the waterfow)l- 
development program and which will be eliminated by the project. Total losses 
of lands and improvements due to inundation or impaired use will be approxi- 
mately $895,000. 

In addition to these direct losses of habitat, wildlife resources property, and 
improvements, losses of management potentials and problems of continuing 
refuge operations with the project must be weighed. Certain land types are 
critical with respect to effective management of certain wildlife species, especially 
waterfowl. With the loss of river and creek bottoms, management of the re- 
maining lands, composed chiefly of upland hardwood forests, poses the question 
as to whether there will be sufficient lands to justify a major effort by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. It appears that under modified conditions the waterfowl 
potential of the refuge will be reduced to a point where management operations 
will not be justified and the Service, for economical and practical reasons, will 
have to abandon the entire refuge with attendant losses of upland-game re- 
sources. Therefore, the loss of a small acreage of refuge land by flooding 
represents only a fraction of the total damage to the refuge since the bottom 
lands that will be flooded are particularly valuable for refuge purposes. More- 
over, it must be realized that management plans as practiced by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service depend to a large extent upon the cooperation of local land- 
owners who not only assist in refuge operations but, by their own farming prac- 
tices, supplement food resources for wildlife provided by the refuge. The inun- 
dation of their bottom lands and severance of upland properties will force their 
evacuation, depriving the refuge of essential habitat and the landowners of a 
source of income from refuge operations. 

It should also be noted that waterfowl! areas being developed in the Tennessee- 
Cumberland area are a very important part of management of waterfowl in the 
Mississippi Flyway. Loss of waterfowl developments completed to date on the 
Kentucky Woodlands National Wildlife Refuge will be a setback to the program. 

For these reasons, the replacement of wildlife losses involves more than the 
intensive development of an acreage of upland equivalent to the acreage of 
bottom land inundated. Since bottom lands in close juxtaposition to extensive 
uplands will not exist in the vicinity of the refuge with the project, additional 
uplands must be placed under management to absorb displaced big-game and 
upland-game populations and additional bottom lands developed, where avail- 
able, for waterfowl. 


PLAN OF REPLACEMENT 


On the basis of investigations conducted to date, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
finds that the most feasible plan of replacing wildlife losses would provide for 
the following: 

(1) Acquisition of all private lands above the 359.0-foot contour in the Cum- 
berland River watershed west of the Cumberland River from the Linton-Thorpe 
Road (river mile 73.0) to the north boundary of the refuge (river mile 45.0), 
comprising approximately 22,180 acres. A considerable portion of these lands 
would be used for periodic reservoir storage as well as for production of wildlife. 

(2) Acquisition of all lands in the reservoir basin between contours 359.0 and 
375.0 from river mile 73.0 to river mile 120.0, comprising approximately 15,908 
acres. These lands would be used both for wildlife production and periodic 
reservoir storage. 

(3) Construction of levees, dikes, diversions, water-control structures, and 
buildings as are required to develop these acquired lands for wildlife purposes 
at an estimated cost of $1,250,000. 
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(4) Making these lands and structures available to the Secretary of the 
Interior for administration by the Fish and Wildlife Service or the respective 
State conservation departments, in accordance with provisions of the act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 


CONCLUSIONS 


It is concluded that, in order to reduce the severe losses to wildlife resources 
of the lower Cumberland River Basin and physical losses to the Kentucky Wood- 
lands National Wildlife Refuge, certain lands discussed herein should be acquired 
in fee title and developed for wildlife. These lands and structures should be 
made available to the Secretary of the Interior for administration by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service or the respective State conservation departments in ac- 
cordance with provisions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). <A con- 
siderable portion of the lands acquired would be utilized for periodic reservoir 
storage as well as for the production of wildlife. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 

It is recommended that: 

(1) The plan of replacing wildlife losses described herein be authorized as an 
integral part of the lower Cumberland Dam and Reservoir project. 

(2) Initial costs of land acquisition and development be allocated as a part 
of the project costs. 

Mr. Anecexu. If there is no further testimony, the committee will 
stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 
10 a.m. on Tuesday, March 2, 1954.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 1954 


Hovust or RepresEnTATIves, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ancetx. The committee will come to order, please. 


HotiANp Harpsor ann Bruack Lake (LAKE Macatawa), MIcH. 


Mr. Ancett. We have for consideration this morning as the first 
one on the agenda, the Holland Harbor and Black Lake project con- 
tained in House Document 282 of the 83d Congress. 

| note the presence of our colleague, Gerald R. Ford, Congressman 
from Michigan, who is very much interested in this project. 

Congressman, if you desire to be heard first and then leave, you 
may do so. Otherwise we will hear from the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, I believe the procedure that the com- 
mittee follows of having the Army engineers testify initially is de- 
sirable from our point of view. At the conclusion of Colonel Milne’s 
testimony I would like to make a statement. 

In addition, I have two witnesses here who would likewise wish 
to make statements. 

Mr. AnGELL. We will be very glad to comply with your wishes. 

Colonel Milne, you may then proceed to make your report, if you 
will, on this project. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Minne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Holland Harbor and 
Black Lake is contained in House Document 282 of the 83d Congress, 
2d session, as authorized by a resolution of the House Public Works 
Committee dated April 13, 1948. 

Holland Harbor is located on the east shore of Lake Michigan, 
about 95 miles north and east of the city of Chicago. Holland is a 
city devoted primarily to industry. The existing Federal project for 
Holland Harbor provides for an entrance channel 22 feet in depth and 
from 110 to 300 feet wide, from water of that depth in Lake Michi- 
gan, and then narrowing down to a channel 21 feet in depth and 
approximately 110 to 140 feet wide, extending across Lake Macatawa 
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for about 5 miles and ending in a turning basin at the upper end 
of Lake Macatawa. 

In addition to the channel improvement there has been provided 
a breakwater system at the entrance of the channel. 

In 1952 approximately 247,000 tons of commerce were handled 
over this improved waterway. ‘The commerce was predominantly 
coal, petroleum, and cement products. 

Local interests have indicated a difficulty in navigating the feder- 
ally improved project. Specifically they point out these factors: 

The entrance channel 300 feet in width is too narrow; the exist- 
ing breakwater system should be connected to the shore; the chan- 
nel is extremely narrow and tortuous and consideration should be 
given to deepening and widening that channel in the revetted section. 

They further point out that the channel ends below several docks 
that are being utilized, and they request that the channel be extended 
upstream some 2,600 feet. 

The Chief of Engineers has considered the requirements of the 
area in considerable detail and has investigated the various recom- 
mendations made by local interests. He does not believe that deepen- 
ing the entrance channel is economically justified, nor does he find 
any reason for connecting the breakwater system to the shore. He 
does believe, however, that improvements to the existing channel are 
warranted and recommends that the revetted section be widened at 
the bend to provide for a channel of 235 feet in width by the removal 
of the existing south revetment and replacing it some 110 feet farther 
south and then dredging out that land. 

He also recommends tha the channel be extended for 2,600 feet 
upstream to provide a channel approximately 110 feet wide and 21 
feet deep, and that the existing turning basin be widened by 150 feet 
and flared into the proposed channel extension. 

Those recommendations of the Chief of Engineers have been fur- 
nished to the State of Michigan and they indicated their general con- 
currence. Likewise they have been referred to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

I would like to read from the document on page 3 an extract of the 
comments of the Bureau of the Budget. I am reading from a letter 
dated July 27, 1953: 

Neither the report, nor other information made available to us by the Corps 
of Engineers, supports the assumption that the existing revetment along the 
southern side of the entrance channel into Lake Macatawa will need complete 
rebuilding in the near future. In addition, realization of average annual bene- 
fits of $2,000 for damages prevented through avoidance of collision appears 
doubtful on the basis of information contained in the report and supplementary 
data presented to this office. In view of these factors, we conclude that the rec- 
ommended improvement in the entrance channel into Lake Macatawa is not 
economically justified at this time. 

With respect to the recommended channel and turning basin in Black River, 
it is noted that the estimated benefits consist almost entirely of anticipated sav- 
ings in the cost of transporting coal to the municipal powerplant. On the basis 
of information contained in the report, however, local participation in this fea- 
ture of the project amounts to less than 2 percent of the average annual costs 
and no cash contribution is required. It has been the policy of the United 
States to require a proportionately greater local participation in navigation 
improvements whose benefits are expected to accrue to a single organization. 


The report does not contain justification to warrant an exception to this policy 
for the improvement of the Black River. 
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You are advised that, while there would be no objection to the submission of 
the report to the Congress, for the reasons stated above, authorization of the 
ecommended modification of the existing project for Holland Harbor, Mich., 
would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Based on the costs contained in the original House document, we 
estimated that the cost of the improvements recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers would be $560,600 Federal cost and $37,400 non- 
Federal cost, for a total of $598,000. Those costs revised to the fall of 
1953 show a Federal cost of $574,400, and a non- Federal cost of $37,400, 
for a total of $611,800. 

Based on the revised costs, the annual charges are $17,060, of which 
$5,700 represents an estimated increased maintenance cost. 

Again based on the revised costs, the benefit-cost ratio for part A is 
1.47 to 1, and part B is 1.84 to 1. 

Mr. Ance.ti. Will you repeat those again, please, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mine. The Federal cost, as revised, is $574,400. The non- 
Federal cost is $37,400, for a total of $611,800. 

The annual charges, based on the revised cost 

Mr. ANGELL. $5,700 is the increased maintenance ? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnceLi. What is the benefit-cost ratio ? 

Colonel Mitne. The benefit-cost ratio for part A is 1.47 to 1, and 
part B is 1.84 to 1. 

I should like to go into detail a little more on parts A and B. 

Mr. ANGELL. Very well. 

Colonel Mitne. Part A consists of widening the revetted section of 
the channel. The present project provides for a channel through the 
revetted section of about 110 feet to 120 feet in width. On both banks 
there has been constructed a revetment section to hold the banks from 
sloughing into the channel. 

There is a very sharp turn near the entrance of the revetted section 
and the lake carriers coming into the channel have experienced ex- 
treme difficulty in maneuvering through that particular area. In 
periods of high winds the ships tend to blow into the revetted section, 
and do damage both to our structure and to the ships themselves. 

We believe that by widening this section to 235 feet we will provide 
a channel that will be reasonably safe for navigation and that will 
eliminate a great deal of the damage now experienced. We figure 
approximately 80 percent of all the delay that is now experienced by 
the carriers entering this harbor would be eliminated by the improve- 
ment of this particular section. Those delays, plus the elimination of 
the damage to the revetment section itself we helicve amply justifies 
the provision of this recommended improvement. 

Part B of our recommendation pertains to the extension of the exist- 
ing channel for some 2,600 feet upstream, and also for widening the 
existing anchorage basin. At the present time the upstream portion 
of this channel has been dredged by local interests and has been main- 
tained by them to about 17 feet in depth, and a channel width of some 
70 feet to 90 feet. They have done that at their own expense. How- 
ever, the ships that utilize the upstream portion of this harbor draw in 
excess of 17 feet. We have estimated that approximately all of the 
ships that use this area must reduce their cargo about 20 percent. If 
a channel 21 feet in depth is provided in that particular area the cargo 
ships will be able to come into the harbor with a full load. 
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Based on the traffic that is existing in the area the deepening of that 
channel to 21 feet would provide benefits, in our opinion, in excess of 
the annual charges of the improvement. 

In addition to the channel deepening, the provision of the wider 
ia ning basin would eliminate a number of the delays now experienced 

by ships that under present circumstances have difficulty in backing 
downstream into the existing relatively small turning basin. 

So on the basis of our analy sis we believe that the improvement in 
the revetted section to widen the channel and replace the revetment 
farther to the south is amply justified. 

Likewise we believe that the deepening and extension of the chan- 
nel above the present limits of the Federal project, coupled with the 
widening of the existing turning basin, is justified. 

Mr. Anceit. Colonel Milne, what is the distance from the entrance 
at Lake Michigan to the upper end of the improvement ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. Approximately 6 miles. 

Mr. Anceu. Is the major portion of the work dredging, Colonel ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. The major portion of the maintenance today is 
dredging and repair of the existing breakwater system. 

Mr. Ancett. Judge Trimble, have you any questions of Colonel 
Milne ¢ 

Mr. Trimsie. No questions. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Colonel. Are there any other questions? 

Congressman Ford, we are happy to have you return to our com- 
mittee and the committee will be pleased to hear from you. You may 
call any witnesses that you so desire after your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GERALD R. FORD, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Foro. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. Having 
served on this committee for 2 years, and being associated with mem- 
bers of this committee for that period, I am deeply appreciative of 
the opportunity to appear before the committee and explain the need 
and necessity for the authorization of this project. 

Mr. Ancett. May the Chair say that the committee was very 
sorry to lose you from our committee. You were a very valuable 
member, but we realize you have a most important position where you 
are now. 

Mr. Forv. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Having been on 
this committee for 2 years, and having been a member of the Civil 
Functions Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations 
for 2 years, I am very cognizant of the difficulties and problems that 
the Congress as a whole has had, and those two committees in partic u- 
lar have had, in trying to provide for the necessary river, harbor and 
flood control de “velopme nt of the Nation as a whole. 

We have perhaps neglected the development of our rivers and har- 
bors for justifiable reasons during certain emergency periods, but now 
I think we have to look forward to an expansion of these facilities 
in the months and years ahead if we are to keep abreast of the over- 
all development and demands of the country. 

From my experiences on these two committees I developed a philos- 
ophy which I think is sound, and it is partially expressed in the Bu- 












> 
4 
4 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 515 


reau of the Budget’s recommendations, namely, that local interests 
should do what they can to help in the financing of these projects. 

{ will concur without any hesitancy with the recommendations of 
the Army engineers that these two segments of this particular project 
are worthwhile. Certainly the benefit-cost ratio of part A, which 
is L47 to 1, and part B, which is 1.84 to 1, would indicate that the 
Government would make a good investment. 

However, the urgency of the project, or at least a certain part of 
it, does perhaps necessitate a local interest contribution over and above 
what the Army engineers proposed. As a result I have contacted the 
local people in the city of Holland and pointed out the problem. I 
am glad to report that they are here today, duly authorized to make 
an offer to the Federal Government of a cash amount to help finance 
the project, at least part B. 

As Colonel Milne has shown in his testimony, the outer part, that 
is, part A, is hecessary if we are to get the lake carriers into the chan- 
nel and up where they can unload and do it economically. I know 
from my own experiences—I was there last fall and toured the area 
very carefully—that this revetment here is in very bad shape. 

Mr. Ance.ti. What draft of vessels use the waterway there / 

Mr. Forp. What draft / 

Mr. Anceuu. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. 1 think they would be around 18 to 20 feet. 

[ might add this—and this was not mentioned by Colonel Milne 
at the present time there is a Coast Guard station right here. The 
Coast Guard station is in horrible condition. As a matter of fact, 
they have decided to close it because of two factors: One, the lack 
of funds to maintain it; and, two, they want to build a new station 
over here and they will not go ahead and rehabilitate the existing 
station until they know what the Army engineers are going to do. 
lf the Army engineers are going to cut this revetment back it means 
they will have to abandon their existing station. If the Army en- 
gineers were to devise a different plan, then it might be wise for the 
Coast Guard to go ahead and rehabilitate their present station or 
build a new one on the present location. 

They have acquired property over here and they are more or less 
standing by until the Army engineers are told what they can do in 
reference to part A of this project. I am confident that based on 
the benefit-cost ratio you would advocate the inclusion of part A of 
the project, in spite of the Bureau of the Budget’s nonconcurrence. — 

Specifically, however, I would like to talk about part B, which is 
inland. 

Part B on the original costs set forth in the document before us was 
$182,000 as the Federal contribution. The local interests, as usual, 
have agreed to go along with the regular requirements of providing 
land and disposal areas, and so forth. In addition, the city of Holland, 
in combination with private interests, is prepared today to submit a 
program of contribution, which is approximately this : They will pay 
up to 25 percent of the $182,000, but no more than $45,500. 

Mr. Anceti. Then that exceeds the amount of non-Federal contri- 
bution reported by Colonel Milne ¢ 

Mr. Forp. That is a point, Mr. Chairman, I am not too clear about. 
| would like to check what that additional amount was. 


392638—54 vol. 1 34 















































516 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Mr. Ancor. Colonel Milne gave a non-Federal contribution of 
$37,400. 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. The non-Federal participation that is 
recommended in the document is primarily fer section A. It consists 
almost entirely of the furnishing of lands and rights-of-way for this 
widened channel. It has nothing to do with the money Mr. Ford is 
talking about for section B. 

Mr. Forp. I am glad to have that clarified. I was not certain myself. 

I might say with reference to the $37,000 that part of that land is 
currently owned by the Coast Guard. The additional land in here is 
privately owned. The contribution of $45,500, or 25 percent, is with 
reference to section B up here. That is over and above anything that 
was heretofore mentioned. 

Mr. Anceii. How isthat made up? In land, or is any of it in cash? 

Mr. Forp. It is my understanding that will be all in the form of a 
cash contribution, to be used against the estimated cost of $182,000 for 
section B, but it might be considered a contribution to the cost of both 
part A and part B. 

Mr. Ancett. Colonel Milne, may I ask is that in addition to any 
amounts you reported ¢ 

Colonel Mizne. Yes, sir. In our report, Mr. Chairman, local con- 
tribution is confined to furnishing of lands and rights-of-way—no cash 
contribution. This $45,000, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Ford is talking 
about, is something in addition to what we have asked for. 

Mr, Ancetxt. Congressman Ford, what is the population of Hol- 
land ? 

Mr. Forp. I believe the latest figures are around 16,000. 

Mr. Aneexii. And they are ready to make a firm commitment on this 
contribution ¢ 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maentz and Mr. Bosch, who are here, have minutes of the city 
council meeting, indicating that proper local authorities have agreed 
to make this contribution. .-The principal benefits of section B are first 
for the municipal powerplant. The powerplant supplies the city of 
Holland and parts of the surrounding area. In addition there is a very 
large, privately owned dock and other transportation facilities, that 
handle tremendous amounts of coal, cement, and commercial fertilizer. 

Mr. Anceti. The powerplant is owned by the municipality ? 

Mr. Forp. By the city of Holland—the board of public works. 

In addition there is a new Parke-Davis pharmaceutical plant, which 
is on this side of the channel. They have a plant there primarily for 
the development and production of some of these new drugs. But 
there are additional sites available there that could be developed, pro- 
viding this channel extension is authorized. 

Unless there are further questions, I would like to put Mr. Randall 
Bosch on the stand. He is the vice president or vice chairman of the 
board of public works in Holland. I believe he is prepared to make a 
proper statement as to the contribution by local interests for section B. 

Mr. Ance tt. The committee would be very glad to hear him. 

First I will ask if there are any questions by members of the com- 
mittee of our former colleague on the committee, Congressman Ford ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGexu. If not, you may proceed to introduce your witnesses. 

Mr. Forp. I would like to introduce at this time, Mr. Randall C. 
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Bosch, who is on the board of public works, and is authorized to make 
a statement on behalf of the city of Holland. 

Mr. Anoeiy. Mr. Posch, the committee is very glad to hear you. 
You may be seated, if you desire. 


STATEMENT OF RANDALL C. BOSCH, VICE PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, HOLLAND, MICH. 


Mr. Boscu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and Con- 
gressman Ford. On behalf of the Board of Public Works of the 
City of Holland, Mich., and the Common Council of the City of 
Holland, Mich., we appreciate very, very much, this opportunity to 
present the matter of section B before your fine committee. 

As Congressman Ford advised you, Mr. Henry S. Maentz, another 
member of our board of public works, and I are interested primarily 
and are representing the city of Holland, Board of Public Works, for 
section B, which is the extension of the channel 2,600 feet past the 
municipal powerplant and the City Coal Co. docks, and also concerns 
the widening of the turning basin from the present 600-foot width to 
750 feet. 

Congressman Ford advised us that a contribution of the city to show 
its real concern over it would be a very fine thing, because we are 
deeply, deeply concerned over this. We feel that with the tremendous 
tonnage that is going up our harbor at the present time, and the in- 
creased value not only to Holland, as I see it, but the value of the 
shipments that can even be made on to Grand Rapids, Mich., which is 
another great industrial city of our State, it would be a considerable 
benefit to the United States of America. 

We had a formal board meeting of the Board of Public Works of 
Holland, Mich., which was held on February 17, 1954, in our board 
room in the city hall in Holland, and Mr. Maentz and I were given 
authority to, and were authorized to offer the United States Govern- 
ment an amount up to 25 percent of the amount of $182,000, which 
was the estimated cost of improvement B; but not more than $45,500. 
That is up to 25 percent of the cost of the improvement, but not more 
than $45,500. 

I am very happy to confirm this as vice president of the Board of 
Public Works of Holland, Mich. This is a confirmed minute in the 
records of the city of Holland, and we hereby go on record as making 
that formal offer to your committee. 

Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Bosch, I want to commend you on behalf of the 
committee for this very excellent offer. It is certainly very interest- 
ing to the committee to have the sponsors of the project come in and 
say that they are willing to make a substantial cash contribution to- 
ward the improvement. I agree with my colleague, Congressman 
Ford, that it is a good policy for the Government, wherever possible, 
that local interest should participate in public works, and that is be- 
ing done here. 

I do not see, however, that by adopting that policy the Federal 
Government can step out completely of aid to public works, which 
can be carried on better by the Federal Government rather than by 
local government, or private industry, or local municipalities. There 
seems to be a trend toward the combination of the three interests, that 
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is, the local and the Federal Government, and the municipality and 
the State. It seems to be an excellent solution to the problem. 

Mr. Forp. If I may interrupt, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bosch has a copy 
of the minutes of the board of public works and the city common 
council’s resolution, if you would like to have that admitted for the 
record. 

Mr. Ance... We will include that, without objection, in the record 
at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


SYNOPSIS OF MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE Boarp OF PUBLIC Works, 
FEBRUARY 17, 1954 


Members present: Messrs. Klomparens, Bosch, Bosman, Klaasen, Maentz, and 
City Manager McClintock. 

Staff present: Superintendent Rendleman and City Clerk Grevengoed. 

Purpose of meeting: This special meeting was called to consider the problem 
of harbor improvement. 

Harbor improvement: Mr. Bosch reported that approximately 20 harbor proj- 
ects are under consideration by the Bureau of the Budget, and that hearings 
are being held by the Committee on Public Works from February 15 through 
February 28. He stated that the cash contribution by the interested munici- 
pality would probably be 25 percent of the total amount or approximately 
$45,000. The project would provide a 110-foot channel to a depth of 21 feet 
LWD, and a 750 foot turning basin. The Federal Government would take care 
of all future maintenance of this project. It was also reported that if the 
project is approved by the Committee on Public Works, the appropriation still 
had to be included in the next fiscal year program, and it would be approxi- 
mately the end of 1955 or the beginning of 1956 when cash from the munici 
pality would be required. Mr. Bosch emphasized that approvals on various 
projects are given only every 3 years, so it would be a matter of acting now or 
sacrificing the project for some time. He also stressed that the St. Lawrence 
seaway would place the city of Holland in an enviable position if large steamers 
can get into our harbor. Chairman Klomparens suggested that the general city 
stands to benefit from such a project, and Mr. Klaasen suggested that other 
property owners also will benefit from it. 

The city manager called attention to additional requirements by the Federal 
Government such as the furnishing of property for disposal of dirt to be removed 
from the channel and turning basin. The possibility of using low lands owned 
by Parke-Davis, Holland Furniture, and other owners was suggested. 

The consensus of opinion was that the matter should be presented to the 
council. On motion of Mr. Bosman, seconded by Mr. Klaasen, approval was given 
to the suggestion that the board should present this matter to a formal or 
informal meeting of the council by a committee consisting of Mr. Bosch and Mr. 
Maentz, and that the same committee be authorized to go to Washington to 
attend the hearing, with authority to commit the Board of Public Works up to a 
$45,500 cash contribution for this project, on the basis of 25 percent of the esti- 
mated cost with a maximum contribution of $45,500. 

All members present voting “aye.” 

\ discussion followed as to whether the cost to the board of public works for 
the project mentioned above should be considered as a capital expenditure item 
or an operating expense. No decision was reached 

Adjournment: On motion of Mr. Klaasen, seconded by Mr. Bosch, the board 
of public works adjourned 

C,. GREVENGOED, 
Clerk. 
RANDALL S. Boscu, 
Vice President, Board of Public Works. Holland, Mich 
HENRY S. MAENTz, 
Board of Public Works, Holland, Mich. 


Mr. Nean. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ¢ 
Mr. Anoceiy. Yes, Mr. Neal. 


Mr. Neat. I believe the colonel estimated the tonnage at something 
around 340,000 ? 


























4 
3 
} 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 519 


Colonel Mitnr. Two hundred and forty-seven thousand tons, sir. 

Mr. Neat. Does that tonnage extend all the way up to this section 
B that you applied for ? 

Colonel Mitne. The tonnage of 247,000 tons is general throughout 
the area. In section.B I would estimate that something in the neigh- 
borhoed of 100,000 tons is transported to the several docks in that 
channel. 

Mr. Neat. That was the tonnage which reached the ultimate desti- 
nation for the improvements ? 

Colonel Nutne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nea. And that would consist of what ? 

Colonel Minne. Limestone, coal, cement, and fertilizer. 

Mr. Near. Thank you. 

Mr. Anoetx. Are there any further questions of Mr. Bosch ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGeLL. If not, we thank you very much, and Congressman 
Ford, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Boscn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, the other withess is Mr. Henry S. Maentz, 
a member of the board of public works in the city of Holland. He 
accompanied Mr. Bosch here in an official capacity for the city of 
Holland. 

Mr. Anceii. Mr. Maentz, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY S. MAENTZ, MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, HOLLAND, MICH. 


Mr. Marentz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and Mr. 
Ford. I don’t think I have anything in particular to add to what Mr. 
Bosch has had to say. I am glad to verify everything he has said. 

I might mention that this participation in the cost which he has said 
has been underwritten by the city, is also going to be participated in by 
private interests, so that it will not be entirely another municipality 
making the contribution. 

The interests of the board of public works are probably greater than 
any of the private interests, as far as this extension is concerned. But 
there is another dock which is just beyond ours that is also vitally 
interested and which carried last year, I think, 76,000 tons of coal, that 
is, it unloaded 76,000 tons of coal, fertilizer, gravel, and cement. That 
individual, together with the other private properties that will bene- 
fit, will all enter into this participation in the contribution we have 
offered. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Maentz. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Mr. 
Maentz? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancewt. If not, we wish to thank you, sir. 

Mr. Forp. I would like to make one or two other comments, Mr. 
Chairman, 

Mr. AnceLL. You may do so. 

Mr. Forp. The General Electric Co. has recently announced the con- 
struction of a new plant in the Holland area. It is not on this imme- 
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diate portion of the harbor and yet it will certainly increase the indus 
trial development in the area to a sizable degree. I understand that 
plant is to get under construction sometime within the next several 
months. 

The area has grown both industrywise and populationwise substan 
tially. I think because of our natural harbor facilities, and particu 
larly with the development resulting from this expansion, that we will 
see even more in the future. 

In conclusion I would like to add this: I personally coneur in the 
recommendations r the Army engineers in proposing the authoriza 
tion of both parts A and B of the overall project. I think the benefit 
cost ratio in both instances is adequate to justify the Federal Govern 
ment making the investment. 

To reiterate, the benefit-cost ratio of part A is 1.47 to 1, and part B 
is 1.84 to 1. That is a good, sound investment for the Federal Gov 
ernment. It is even more desirable when you find that the local peo- 
ple over and above any other required investment are willing to put 
up 25 percent, or not more than $45,500 for a particular portion of the 
overall project. 

I cannot emphasize enough my appreciation for the willingness on 
the part of the local interests to step in and furnish a cash contribu 
tion. I think it is a desirable trend and I personally wish to com- 
pliment them for their interest and their concrete willingness to 
cooperate. 

Mr. Anceti. Congressman, this project is in your district, is it not ? 

Mr. Forp. It is. It is in the southern part of the Fifth Congres- 
sional District of Michigan. It is on the extreme southern tip of my 
district. 

Mr. Ance.i. What does your district comprise ? 

Mr. Forp. Two counties. 

Mr. ANcett. What major cities / 

Mr. Forp. The largest city is Grand Rapids, which is 32 miles 
inland from Holland. It isa city of about 175,000, and a metropoli- 
tan district of approximately 225,000 to 230,000. 

Mr. Ancrtz. Do you know of any local opposition or other oppo- 
sition to this project ? 

Mr. Forp. I have heard of no local opposition. I might confirm 
that by the two gentlement from Holland. 

Mr. Boscu. No, sir. 

Mr. Anceix. Are there any other witnesses you desire to call, o1 
any others who want to be heard ? 

Mr. Forp. I have no other witnesses, Mr. Chairman. I do appre- 
ciate the committee’s attention. 

Mr. Ancett. We thank you very much for your cooperation with 
the committee. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Milne, is the benefit-cost ratio based on the 
local and Federal contribution ? 

Colonel Miine. In the recommendation we made, Mr. Mack, one 
cash contribution was involved. The benefit-cost ratio was computed 
on the cost of the total project on an annual basis, as opposed to the 
benefits that we thought would accrue as a result of that project. 
The cash contribution that has been volunteered this morning would 
not alter the benefit-cost ratio at all. It would simply be deducted 
from the Federal cost of the project. 
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Mr. Mack. It would make the benefit-cost ratio, as far as the Fed- 
eral Government is concerned, much higher then ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. We do not compute the benefit-cost ratio 
based only on the Federal Government’s share, We compute it on the 
total local and Federal cost. That is the only way you can arrive at 

. true economic value of a project. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. 

; Mr. Ancett. If there are no further questions or witnesses we thank 

vou, Mr. Ford, and we will proceed to the next project. 


Porr Aransas-Corpus Curist1 Waterway, TEx. 


Mr. Aner. The next project is the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway m Texas, House Document No. 89 of the 83d Congress. 
I notice the presence of our colleague, the Honorable John E. Lyle, 
., of Texas, who is interested in this project. We will hear from 
Mr Lyle. However, the Chair wishes to state that the committee 
ias received a letter from Robert T. Stevens, Secretary of the Army, 
dated February 17, 1954, on this project, and it will be introduced 
it this point, w ithout objection. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 17, 1954. 
Hon. GEorGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a report on H. R. 
3084, 83d Congress, a bill to authorize the maintenance of certain works for 
navigation in the Corpus Christi Bay area, Texas. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the modification of the existing project for 
the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., to provide for maintenance 
by the Federal Government of a branch channel to the vicinity of La Quinta, 
Tex., which has been dredged by local interests. 

The Corps of Engineers has transmitted to Congress a survey report covering 
the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, the report having been printed as 
House Document No. 89, 83d Congress. In the report, the Chief of Engineers 
recommended modification of the project to provide for a channel 32 feet deep 
and 150 feet wide extending from the main channel to a point fronting the Rey- 
nolds Metals Co. plant, together with a turning basin 32 feet deep and 800 feet 
square, subject to the provision that local interests contribute in cash 50 percent 
of the total cost, or $795,000, in addition to certain other requirements of local 
cooperation. Local interests have completed the dredging of the channel sub- 
stantially in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers. 

Since the Department of the Army has favorably recommended the con- 
struction and maintenance of the new channel and since local interests have 
dredged the channel as recommended, this Department offers no objection to 
the enactment of legislation authorizing maintenance of the channel by the 
Federal Government. However, the attention of the committee is invited to 
the comment of the Bureau of the Budget in House Document No. 89 to the 
effect that Federal participation in the construction or maintenance of this 
channel would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Should your committee favorably consider H. R. 3084, it is suggested that in 
line 9 the words “dated August 26, 1952” be omitted and the words “published 
as House Document No. 89, 83d Congress” be substituted therefor. 

The estimated cost to the United States is $40,000 annually for maintenance 
in addition to that now required for the authorized project. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. However, a copy of a letter from that office dated February 2, 
1954, recommending against enactment of H. R. 3084, is inclosed for your 
information. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 2, 19: 
The Honorable the Secretary Of THE ARMY. 
(Attention of Col. Wm. J. Flynn.) 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter -of 
June 24, 1953,° transmitting copies of tle report that~the Department of the 
Army proposes to present to the chairman of the House Committee on Publi: 
Works with respect to H. R. 3084, a bill to authorize the maintenance of certain 
works for navigation in the Corpus Christi Bay area, Texas. 

This bill, if enacted, would authorize the modification of the existing project 
for the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi waterway to provide for maintenance by 
the Federal Government of a branch channel to the vicinity of La Quinta, Tex 
Since this channel was constructed by the Reynolds Metals Co. and is now used 
almost exclusively for the movement of commodities required in the operation 
of the Reynolds plant near La Qunta, there appears to be no adequate justifica- 
tion for the Federal Government to assume the cost of its maintenance. Ac- 
cordingly, we recommend against enactment of H. R. 3084. 

You are advised that there would be no objection to the presentation of the 
proposed report to the committee. It will be appreciated if you will send a 
copy of this letter to the committee along with your report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocers W. JONES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Mr. Anceti. Mr. Lyle. the committee will be very glad to hear you. 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. LYLE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Lyte. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and member of the commit- 


tee. 

May I proceed for just a few moments and then present to you my 
people who are present here, and ask your permission to leave, since 
I have another committee hearing which it is very important that I 
attend. 

Mr. Chairman, we have what is a pleasingly unique proposition to 
present to the committee this morning. Some time ago it became nec- 
essary to dredge the channel off of the main Cor pus Christi-Port 
Aransas Channel because the Reynolds Aluminum Co. spent several 
hundred million dollars there building a tremendous plant, which was 
built in connection’ with our country’s “defense program. ~ Local: in- 
terests have contributed and built this channel, and they have spent 
about $1,292,405 on it. 

We have already built the channel and are ready to spend local 
money. What we would like for this committee to do is to declare 
this a Federal project, so that the Cor ps of Engineers might maintain 
it at.a cost, as I understand it, of about $40,000 a year. 

This is a unique proposition, I think, because we have spent so much 

of our local money, and because this is not actually a single-purpose 
channel, as was originally planned at the time construction began. As 
a matter of fact, the Government is now using this channel to such an 
extent that it will save many, many times each year what it would 
cost the Corps of Engineers to maintain the channel. 

There would be a small expense, I think, of widening the channel 
at certain points to meet the requirements of the Corps of Engineers, 
but that would probably run less than $75,000. 
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I have here Mr. Duane Orr, who is an able representative from the 

Navigation District of Nueces County. I think it would be better, 
probably, for Colonel Milne to proceed, but I would like to introduce 
the gentlemen, and then to go to my committee meeting, if | may be 
excused, since I am sure these gentlemen will be able to present the 
matter very competently to the committee. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Lyle. 

Colonel Milne, you may proceed, if you will, please. 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., is contained in House Document No. 
89 of the 83d Congress, 1st session, as authorized by a resolution of 
the House Public Works Committee dated February 20, 1951. 

The area under discussion is located on the north shore of Corpus 
Christi Bay approximately 15 miles north and east of the city of 
Corpus Christi. It is in an area that is highly industrialized, and 
perhaps offers one of the few remaining undeveloped areas of the 
Corpus Christi Bay region. 

There is no existing Federal project in the vicinity of LaQuinta. 
However, the existing Federal project provides for a channel from 
the Gulf of Mexico 38 feet in depth across the bar, and 36 feet across 
Corpus Christi Bay to the city of Corpus Christi. That channel is 
not under discussion here this morning. We are discussing only the 
provision of a channel along the north shore of Corpus Christi Bay to 
the vicinity of LaQuinta. 

A few years ago it became apparent that the Reynolds Metals Co. 
was going to build a large plant in the vicinity of LaQuinta. Local 
interests Tequested that the Federal Government look into the possi- 
bility of providing a navigation channel so that this plant could move 
bauxite from their Jamaica holdings into LaQuinta. We studied the 
area and investigated several possible solutions One was the provision 
of a route directly from the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway 
across the bay to LaQuinta: and the second study was a shore route 
along the north shore of the bay, proceeding to LaQuinta. We came 
to the conclusion that while both of these routes were economically 
justified, it appeared that the route along the shore offered better pos- 
sibilities for future development of navigation, and at the same time 
would serve the prime purpose at this moment of moving bauxite to 
the Reynolds plant. 

Our investigation disclosed that approximately half a million tons 
of bauxite would move on an annual basis to this plant. Movement of 
the bauxite, entirely by water, would save approximately 45 cents a 
ton over the alternate movement across the Port Aransas-Corpus 
Christi Waterway to Corpus Christi, where it would be unloaded and 
then reloaded onto rail or truck and come to the plant. 

On the basis of that 500,000 tons and our estimated cost of the im- 
provement it was quite apparent that this project was well justified. 
The benefit-cost ratio was estimated at 2.0 to 1. Because it appeared 
that the benefits were going to accrue at least for the moment primarily 
to a single industry we recommended in addition to the normal terms 
of local cooperation that local interests pay one-half of the cost of the 
project. Local interests agree to that as well as all other items of local 
cooperation. 
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However, the need for the channel became so urgent that local in- 
terests could not wait for the Federal Government. Last year the 
Reynolds Metals Co., in conjunction with Nueces County Navigation 
District, dredged a channel following the route we had recommended. 
They. dredged the channel to a depth of 32 feet and a width of 125 feet. 
We had recommended a channel 32 feet in depth and 150 feet wide. 

That channel was completed, I believe, a year ago last January. 

Mr. AncreLt. May I ask whether that was done under the direction 
and plans of the Army Engineers? 

Colonel Mune. It was done entirely by local interests, but they con 
formed generally to the plans we had recommended. 

In the 9 months between March 1953, and December 31, 1953, over 
462,000 tons of bauxite were moved on the channel to the Reynolds 
Metals Co., and I understand an additional amount of bauxite—I be 
lieve the actual amount cannot be disclosed—a substantial amount of 
bauxite has moved to that general area under the auspices of the Gen- 
eral Services Administration. Thus, the channel is being utilized not 
only by Reynolds Metals, but also by the Federal Government. 

Our or iginal recommendations were furnished to the State, who in 
dicated thei “ir concurrence. 

The Bureau of the Budget had this to say on the project. I should 
like to read from page 2 of their letter dated January 19, 1953: 

It is understood that the Reynolds Metals Co. currently is engaged in substantial 
accomplishment of the work recommended for authorization in the report of 
the Chief of Engineers. On the basis of information contained in the proposed 
report, it is further understood that the facilities, when completed, will be devoted 
almost exclusively to the movement of commodities required in operation of the 
Reynolds plant. Accordingly, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget to advise you that, while there would be no objection to submission 
of the report to Congress, authorization of the recommended modification of the 
project involving Federal participation in the cost of either construction or main- 
tenance, would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Based on the document we estimated that the Federal cost would 
be $795,000 and the non-Federal cost $795,000, and certain relocations 
which were also a non-Federal cost of $30,000, for a total of $1,620,000. 

In the revised costs, based on the fall of 1953 prices we estimate a 
Federal cost of $829,100, and a non-Federal cost of $829,100, and an 
additional non-Federal cost of $30,000 for relocations for a total of 
$1,688,200. 

Based on those revised costs the total annual charges are estimated 
at $102,700, of which $42,500 represents a maintenance charge. 

Based on the revised costs and benefits we estimated the benefit-cost 
ratio to be 2.0 to 1. 

I would like to emphasize again that this project has been completed 
by local interests substantially in accordance with the recommendations 
that are contained in the House document. Authorization at this time 
by the committee would mean that the Federal Government would 
take over the maintenance of the project and, at such time as the 
situation dictated, would be authorized to increase the width from its 
existing 125 feet to 150 feet. 

Mr. Anceti. Colonel Milne, would that mean that the Federal 
Government would pay in cash to the Reynolds Metals Co. the amount 
of its contribution ? 

Colonel Mitnr. That would be a matter of congressional determina- 
tion, but my belief is, Mr. Chairman, that an authorization would not 
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entail reimbursing the Reynolds Metals Co. You would have to direct 
specifically that money be paid back. 

Mr. Anceww. If the project is fully completed, how would the 
Federal Government participate in it without reimbursing the 
Reynolds Metals Co. ? 

Colonel Mitne. The Federal Government would participate in it on 
the basis of maintaining it. At the present time we have no authority 
to maintain this channel. The authorization of this document would 
vive us that authority, plus the authority to increase the bottom width, 
if and when it is found desirable. 

Mr. Scupper. The authorization then would only apply to the main- 
tenance of the project as presently installed, and assuming a portion 
of the widening by 25 feet ? 

Colonel Mixnz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnceLL. Colonel Milne, you have in the maintenance a retire- 
ment of the cost. Under maintenance you include the cost of retire- 
ment of the project, and include that also in maintenance. 

Colonel Miine. No, sir. I gave you the annual charges only to 
show you what the project contemplated at the time we were study- 
ing it. Since the completion of this document the project has been 
dredged by local interests. So these annual costs are only of aca- 
demic interest. The maintenance figure we estimate as $42,500 is still 
a firm estimate. 

Mr. Ance.u. Is is the recommendation as ouggeded by the gentle- 
man from California that the project be widened 25 feet ¢ 

Colonel Mine. The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
as contained in the House document call for a project 32 feet in depth 
and 150 feet wide. It is my understanding that local interests in 
dredging that channel elected to dredge it to a depth of 32 feet in 
width, but a bottom width of only 125 feet. So that if this commit- 
tee authorized this as a Federal project we would be authorized to 
increase that bottom width to 150 feet, when and if it became desira- 
ble to do so. 

Mr. Ancett. What amount would be necessary to spend to obtain 
the increased width ? 

Colonel Mixine. I would estimate, Mr. Chairman, to increase the 
bottom width from 125 feet to 150 feet—and this is only an approxi- 
mate estimate—would cost $100,000. 

Mr. Anoetx. And that is not included in the $829,000, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mine. That was included in the $829,000; yes sir. That 
figure represented the Government’s share of doing the entire project. 

Mr. Anceui. For the full width? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ance.u. I understand from your explanation then that if this 
project is adopted and approved in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Corps of Engineers, there will be no reimbursement to 
the Reynolds Metals Co. of the moneys that they have expended, but 
that the Federal Government will only share in the maintenance of 
the project from now on and in increasing the width, if they decide 
to do so? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoetw. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ? 
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Mr. Mack. What is the size of this Reynolds Metal plant? What 
is the capacity ? 

Colonel Muxe. I do not know, but there is a gentleman here who 
can give you that information. 

Mr. Mack. It is an aluminum plant ? 

Colonel Miutne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. What is the energy used to smelt the bauxite? Is it gas 
or electricity / 

Colonel Mitne. It is gas. 

Mr. Mack. Is there an available supply of gas there for increasing 
the capacity of the plant at a later date / 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The Federal Government is the largest consumer of 
aluminum, I think. They use a larger proportion of the output di- 
rectly or indirectly, I believe. 

Colonel Mine. I would im: agine that the Federal Government is 
one of the ver Vv good customers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nea. In what capacity does the General Services Administra- 
tion use this project ? 

Colonel Miine. It is my understanding that in their capacity as the 
procurer of strategic metals, and the stockpiling of strategic metals, 
they are engaged in a nationwide program of stockpiling. One of the 
areas where they are stockpiling is somewhere along this channel. 
They have been utilizing this channel since i its completi ion. 

Mr. Ancett. When the Reynolds Metals Co. constructed this project 
was it anticipated by them that the Federal Government would later 
share in its construction ? 

Colonel Mirtne. When it was initially recommended it was to be on 
a 50-50 participation basis. When Reynolds went in along with the 
Nueces Navigation District there was no understanding that the Fed- 
eral Government would share in the cost. They realize d it would take 
specific legislation to be reimbursed. 

Mr. Anceii. The committee has been approached on several occa- 
sions by advocates of projects to go on record that they would reim- 
burse local interests for completing projects that were constructed 
according to Government plans, if the local interests would go ahead 
and complete the construction. But the committee has refused to do 
that in view of the fact that the Government would be embarking on 
a new program, and one that might entail pretty heavy expenditures 
on the part of the Federal Government. 

Colonel Miner. I think those generally, Mr. Chairman, are in con- 
nection with projects that are authorized by the Congress, but for 
which money has not been appropriated. Local interests have some- 
times requested authority to advance the money for the completion of 
those projects. 

In this particular case the project was not authorized when local 
interests went ahead and did their own work. I am sure they under- 
stood that. in order to sec ure any reimbursement it would require spe- 
cific legislation. The authorization of this project, in my opinion, 
would not permit reimbursement. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

( No response. ) 
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Mr. Ancetx. If not, we thank you, Colonel Milne, for your state- 
ment. 

Are there any further witnesses to be heard on this project ? 

You are Mr. Duane Orr? 


STATEMENT OF DUANE ORR, DISTRICT ENGINEER, NUECES COUNTY 
NAVIGATION DISTRICT, CORPUS CHRISTI, TEX. 


Mr. Orr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancexx. Will you give your name to the committee and the 
reporter, and we will be very happy to hear you, sir. 

Mr. Orr. Gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Duane et 
[ am district engineer of the Nueces County Navigation District, 
whose district the LaQuinta Branch Channel of the Port iepbiicib 
Corpus Christi Waterway is located. 

Mr. Ance.i. Before you proceed further, may the Chair make a 
statement ¢ 

I have been advised that the full committee is to meet here on an 
important matter at a quarter to twelve, so that we have only three- 
quarters of an hour to complete this project and the next project, if 
we can do so. If you and the other gentlemen will cooperate with the 
committee as far as you reasonably can and still cover your projects 
. we will be happy to have you do so. You may file any statements 
you may have and hit the high points if you so desire. 

Mr. Orr. I will be happy to comply with your request. I would 
like to clarify a few points in the beginning. 

First, Colonel Milne made reference to this $1,292,000 that the local 


nterests are contributing toward the dy For your information 


ind clarification, gentlemen, I would like to point out of this $1,292,000 
over half a million, or $500,000, was put up by the Nueces County 
Navigation District, using public tax funds from the people and tax- 
payers of Nueces County. 

Certainly we have no thought that we will be reimbursed by the 
Federal Government either now or at any time in the future for our 
contribution toward this project. We feel it is sufficiently justified 
from the standpoint of national defense, as well as from the local 
interests standpoint, for us to put up this contribution for helping 
the Federal Government on the project. All we are asking is at this 
time that the Federal Government assume the maintenance of the 
project and adopt the project, as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in his report, which has been further dise ‘ussed with you. 

I would like to point out a few more recent cevelopments which 
will show you gentlemen that this is not a one-purpose channel, but 
is a multiple-purpose channel. 

The bay route has long been discarded as the location of this channel, 
as mentioned. This short channel shown in green was the channel 
dredged by local interests on the alinement recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers. This channel is 5.67 miles long. It was dredged 
to a depth of 32 feet. We dredged it to a width of 175 feet on all 
except 214 miles of this distance. In other words, around the curves 
here and as it approaches the turning basin we dredged it to a mini- 
mum of 175 feet. Through this straightaway here we dredged that 
to 125 feet. That is the section we would like to have authorized at 
150 feet, so that it can be widened at some future date. 
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Mr. Ancor. The additional cost, as reported by Colonel Milne, 
would not be too excessive, but would be around $100,000. 

Mr. Orr. It certainly would not exceed more than that, and I think 
it would run substantially less when handled with a maintenance con- 
tract. When this channel was dredged we placed spoil along here 
and made a continuous spoil bank. This being pretty heavy clay, we 
obtained quite a spoil bank from that. In recent months there has 
developed a large oilfield in this area. In that the navigation district, 
on the ‘submerge d land which was acquired by the State of Texas, has 
leased a portion of the spoil disposal area to the Sun Oil Co. and the 
Austral Oil Exploration Co., who have now constructed a tank farm 
on the spoil bank and started moving petroleum products from here. 
They have constructed a dock and a channel leading off this over to 
their terminal site. 

The Arkansas Fuel Oil Co., has also requested the tank commission 
to negotiate a lease and wil . also construct tankage on this spoil bank 
which will move over the channel. In other words, there are 3 addi- 
tional oil companies that have moved petroleum or, rather, 2 of them 
have moved petroleum and in a few short months a third company will 
be moving petroleum out here, using this channel. 

In addition, we have under construction by local interests, which 
will be completed in the next 2 weeks, a small, shallow-draft channel 
extending from here up to this little area here, which is known as 
Kinney Bayou. This channel some mile and a half long goes back into 
high ground there, with a bluff on three sides ideally situated for a 
harbor, and also as a base of operations not only for the development 

f the extensive oilfields throughout Corpus Christi Bay, but also for 
the development of oil and a well-drilling program beginning in the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

In other words, this is the closest site to the Gulf of Mexico that has 
rail facilities nearby and a highway and fresh water, and all of the 
other facilities needed to develop this offshore drilling program. 

Mr. Ancetn. Are there developed gas and oil fields in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Orr. Yes, sir. There is a very large oil field out in here which 
was a recent discovery. When you get back into Corpus Christi Bay 
most any place you look there is an oilfield. In some places there there 
are as many as 10 sands underneath. The only restriction to full 
development of Corpus Christi Bay for an oilfield is that the naval air 
station has quite large areas reserved for landing fields and for their 
aircraft, and of course that is all restricted to drilling. 

Mr. Ancets. The other projects are under the bay ? 

Mr. Orr. That is right. And there is a very extensive gas field 
that has hardly been tapped. They have only drilled enough holes to 
determine the extent of it. 

Mr. AneELL, Is it a possibility for the Reynolds Metals Co. to 
develop, through the use of gas, their plant sufficiently to meet the 
competit ive pr ices of hydroe lectric power / 

Mr. Orr. I understand that they have been able to compete favor- 
ably with the unit cost of hydroelectric power there, based on the fact 
of the reduced cost of getting the bauxite over to there. 

Mr. Ancext. Is the hydroelectric power there ? 

Mr. Orr. There is no hydrolectric power in that area, but I mean 
other areas where the power is available. 
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Mr. Anceii. Do you think it is competitive in price with the hydro- 
electric power in the Columbia River Basin ? 

Mr. Orr. Reasonably close. 

Mr. Anceii. As you know the Reynolds Metals Co. has a plant in 
my district also. 

Mr. Orr. Yes. But they have acquired a large gas deposit there 
which will run for some number of years. 

1 would like to point out that the navigation district, which is the 
public body charged with the responsibility of waterway projects 
within its boundaries which are coextensive with the boundaries of 
Nueces County, is ready to furnish all the necessary rights-of-way and 
hold the Federal Government harmless, as well as the usual provisions 
which we are fully familiar with. 

Since this channel was actually completed on March 25, 1953, the 
Reynolds Metals Co. has constructed a large dock for the handling of 
inbound movements of bauxite ore, and outbound movements of petro- 
leum products and general stores, and aluminum billets and ingots. 
That dock has been in almost continuous operation since it was com- 
pleted on March 29. Since then, as I mentioned earlier, the Sun Oil Co. 
in conjunction with the Austral Oil Co. have constructed a dock there 
and are — the channel regularly. They completed their dock on 
January 9, 1954. So it has only been in operation a very short time. 

Between March 29, 1953, and February 15, 1954, a period of about 
1014 months, there has moved over this channel a total of 607,106 tons 
of bauxite ore. 

Mr. Ancett. That ore went into the Reynolds plant ¢ 

Mr. Orr. It all went in this general area. 

Mr. Ancetu. It all went tothe Reynolds plant ¢ 

Mr. Orr. No. Part of that is General Services Administration 
bauxite ore which they are stockpiling there. 

Mr. Ancett. What proportion went to the General Services Ad- 
ministration ¢ 

Mr. Orr. I believe that is classified and we do not have the propor 
tion. But it is set out, and can be obtained, I am sure, for the commit- 
tee’s use. 

In addition to that there has been shipped over the Reynolds docks 
some 7,295 tons of petroleum products, 3,768 tons of pig and bar alu- 
minum, and they have received 21,271 tons of petroleum products at 
that dock. 

The Sun Oil Co. and Austral Oil Co. dock have between January 9 
and February 17 shipped 13,505 barrels of petroleum products. 

There has been an extensive use of this waterway not only for the 
production of this tonnage which I previously mentioned, but for the 
equipment to move in that area to the development of the oil fields. In 
other words, in a period of 10 months we have positive records of some 
10,000 vessels using this channel. That does not include the fishing and 
shrimp boats that now dock in that area and go and come from the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Mr. Aneen. Mr. Orr, would it be agreeable to you to submit the 
balance of your statement for the record 4 

Mr. Orr. Yes, sir. 1 would just mention one thing. There are 4,900 
acres of highly undeveloped land adjacent to this channel, which sites 
are ideally situated from the standpoint of national defense and for 
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industrial development. We have numerous inquiries from day to day 
on these industries wishing to locate there. 

As mentioned earlier, the local interests spent $1,292,000 toward the 
construction of this project, and we respectfully suggest that this be 
considered and taken over as a Federal project, and authorized to the 

150-foot width, as mentioned earlier. 

Mr. Anoeti. Thank you, Mr. Orr, for your very comprehensive 
statement, and your full statement will be included in the record at this 
point, without objection. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Orr is as follows.) 


STATEMENT OF DUANE OrrkR, District ENGINEER, NUECES COUNTY 
NAVIGATION District, CorPus CHRISTI, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Duane Orr, 
and I am district engineer of the Nueces County Navigation District in whose 
district the LaQuinta Branch Channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Water- 
way is located. I appear before you today requesting that the LaQuinta Branch 
Channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway be authorized as a 
Federal project. This navigation district is ready to furnish to the United 
States of America all rights-of-way necessary for dredging and spoil disposal 
and to hold the Government harmless from claims for damages caused by any 
widening, deepening, and/or maintaining the channel. To expedite this project 
local interests have at a cost of $1,292,487 acquired the right-of-way, dredged 
a channel 32 feet deep, 125 feet wide, and 5.67 miles long, with a turning basin 
at LaQuinta, and constructed the necessary aids to navigation. This channel 
was dredged along the alinement recommended by the Corps of Engineers in 
House Document No. 89, 838d Congress, Ist session, and the project fully meets 
all requirements of the engineers 

It is the purpose of this statement to show that the LaQuinta Channel, a 
branch channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway which is fully 
described in House Document No. 89, 88d Congress, 1st session, is of sufficient 
importance to the national defense to justify its being authorized as a Federal 
project and maintained by the Corps of Engineers. 

The LaQuinta Channel, which is located along the north shore of Corpus 
Christi Bay between Port Aransas and Corpus Christi, Tex., extends north- 
westerly from the passing place on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway 
opposite Old Ingleside along the north shore of Corpus Christi Bay to a turning 
basin located: near LaQuinta. The Corps of Engineers recommended in their 
report that the channel be authorized to a depth of 32 feet and to a minimum 
bottom width of 150 feet except on the curves where they recommended a 
minimum bottom width of 175 feet. 

The report on this project was transmitted to the House of Representatives 
by letter from the Secretary of Defense on February 11, 1953 ; however, no action 
was taken by Congress on the project during the previous session. Because 
Congress did not consider this project and did not provide funds for its con- 
struction during the last session, local interests found it necessary to dredge 
the channel with local funds so that vitally needed bauxite ore could be re- 
ceived by water from foreign sources and processed into aluminum. To meet 
their immediate needs local interests dredged a deep-sea channel and turning 
basin to a depth of 32 feet along the alinement recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in the report which is now being considered by your committee, the 
Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee. 

The channel was dredged to a bottom width of 175 feet, except between 
stations 120+-00 and 238+00, which section, because it was on a tangent, was 
dredged to a bottom width of 125 feet. The turning basin was dredged to 
the same depth as the channel and to the dimensions recommended in the Corps 
of Engineers’ report. The dredging of this channel required the removal of 
6,685,816 cubic yards of material at a cost of $1,216,558, while navigation aids, 
right-of-way, engineering and legal fees cost an additional $75,879. Based on 
these figures local interests have contributed $1,292,437 to date toward this 
project, which contribution far exceeds the recommendation of the Chief of 
Engineers that local interests bear one-half the cost of the project or approxi- 
mately $795,000. 
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Since the channel was completed on March 25, 1953, less than 1 year ago, 2 
docks have been constructed and cargo is moving regularly over these facilities 
and through the waterway. The first dock, which was constructed by Reynolds 
Metals Co. for handling inbound cargoes of bauxite ore and outbound cargoes 
of fuel oil, general stores, aluminum billets and ingots, has been in almost con- 
tinuous use since the first ship arrived on March 29, 1953. 

Between March 29, 1953, when the first bauxite ship arrived, and February 15, 
1954, a total of 607,106 tons of inbound bauxite ore has moved through the 
channel to the Reynolds dock. Part of this bauxite ore is owned by General 
Services; however, the amount shipped by the Government and stored in the 
Government stockpile is restricted information and is not shown separately in 
this report, but it can be said that this tonnage is substantial and is being in- 
creased almost daily. The direct saving to the Government alone in moving ore 
of General Services through the channel will more than justify Federal main- 
tenance of the LaQuinta Branch of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 
It has been estimated that the Government saves over $1 per ton on every ton of 
bauxite which moves to LaQuinta through the channel. In addition to the 
bauxite, Reynolds has exported by deep-sea vessel 7,295 tons of petroleum prod- 
ucts, shipped 3,768 tons of pig and bar aluminum from the plant by barge, and 
received 21,271 tons of petroleum products by barge, none of which could have 
reached the plant by water except through the LaQuinta Channel. 

More recently, the Sun Oil Co. and Austral Oil Exploration Co. have leased 
from the navigation district a site on the spoil bank and constructed a joint- 
owned dock for loading petroleum and casinghead gasoline. Permission has also 
been granted by the navigation district for Arkansas Fuel Oil Co. to join with 
the other two oil companies in enlarging the present terminal to load their crude 
oil. This will necessitate the construction of a second dock. The Sun and 
Austral companies completed their first dock on the first of January, 1954 and 
loaded the first cargo on January 9, 1954. Between January 9, 1954, and Febru- 
ary 17, 1954, 13,505 barrels of petroleum were loaded over the dock and some 574 
barges and boats during the some period of time used a part of the LaQuinta 
Channel to reach this dock. The LaQuinta Channel serves not only as a water- 
way to move petroleum products from the oil terminal, but also as a means for 
construction and personnel boats of companies operating oil leases reaching their 
locations in parts of Corpus Christi Bay. 

There is now under construction a shallow-draft canal (Jewel Fulton Canal) 
extending in a northeasterly direction from the LaQuinta Channel to a turning 
basin near the head of Kinney Bayou, which will serve as a feeder for the La- 
Quinta waterway. Dredging on this project will be completed within the next 
2 weeks after which docking and mooring facilities will be constructed at the 
upper reaches for use by marine oil well drilling contractors as a base of opera- 
tions for work in Corpus Christi Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. The Jewel Fulton 
Canal and turning basin is fronted on three sides by high banks which make it 
an ideal anchorage and harbor of refuge during time of storms. It is expected, 
because of its ideal location with a paved highway adjoining and with all utilities 
available nearby, that extensive development of the area will occur during the 
next year which will further increase the use of the LaQuinta Branch Channel 
of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi waterway. 

The principal vessels using the LaQuinta Branch Channel to date are cargo 
vessels under charter to Reynolds and to General Services hauling bauxite ore, 
oil barges, cargo barges, oilfield drilling equipment, towboats, construction barges, 
fishing boats and shrimping boats. The number of vessels that have used the 
waterway can only be estimated; however, data is available which shows that 
over 1,000 vessels of all kinds, exclusive of fishing and shrimping boats, used the 
waterway during the first ten months that the channel was opened. 

At present there is located on the channel plants of Reynolds Metals Co., 
Reynolds Reduction Co., the Sun Oil Co. and the Austral Oil Exploration Co. In 
addition to these, Arkansas Fuel Oil Co. has made arrangements to develop a 
tank farm adjacent to the other two companies’ oil terminal. Nearly is the 
Humble Pipeline Co. tank farm and the Sun Oil Co. tank farm, the latter now 
loading on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi waterway. 

Numerous requests have been received from industries for information on 
available sites on the LaQuinta Channel and the requested Portland extension. 
We understand that, one or more companies have taken options on sites along 
the channel, and an announcement is expected momentarily from at least one 
of these companies that they intend to locate a plant on the channel. On the 
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a Quinta Channel there are 50,000 feet of undeveloped frontage with 4,900 acres 
of high ground available for industrial sites ideally situated both from the stand- 
point of efficient plant operation and from the standpoint of national defense. 

The Southern Pacific Railroad not only serves the Reynolds plants but also the 
vast acreage of undeveloped land and potential industrial sites located along the 
LaQuinta Channel. Ample electric power is available at reasonable rates near 
the channel frontage, natural gas is available for power and fuel, and a 24-inch 
fresh water line extends as far east as the Reynolds plants. Beyond Reynolds 
there is a smaller water line which serves Ingleside and Aransas Pass. These 
industrial sites are easily accessible by paved Federal and State Highways to all 
towns and communities in the coastal bend area. Ingleside, Gregory, Aransas 
Pass, and Taft are the nearest incorporated towns to the vast potential industrial 
area located along the LaQuinta Branch Channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus 
Christi waterway. 

We respectfully suggest that in view of the benefits and savings in transporta- 
tion costs now being derived by the present industries and those benefits that 
will be derived by prospective industries on this multipurpose channel, this 
project be accepted as a Federal project and incorporated in the authorization 
bill now pending before you. 

Mr. ANGELL. We also have with us, Mr. Dale Miller, executive vice 
+ of the Intercoastal Canal Association of Louisiana and 

‘exas. 

Mr. Miller, can you cooperate with us in view of the shortness of 


the time left for hearing witnesses? 


STATEMENT OF DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF 
THE INTERCOASTAL CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND 


TEXAS 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Angell, I am sure this project was explained fully 
to the committee by Colonel Milne and Mr. Orr. I think it is only 
necessary for me to make a very brief summation and point out that 
this is by no means a single-purpose channel. The existence of the 
Reynolds facility there simply provided the urgency under the defense 
need for local interests to construct it as rapidly as possible, without 
waiting to go through the ordinary general routine of authorizations 
and subsequent appropriations. It is by no means a single-purpose 
channel, as Mr. Orr explained. 

There has been considerable oil activity going on and continuing 
there. Furthermore, the Federal Government itself through the 
General Services Administration is a very substantial and heavy user 
of that channel. 

We do believe that the facts fully warrant the acceptance of this 
project as a Federal project, and we thank you for your consideration. 

Mr. Ancett. We thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Does Mr. Ball desire to be heard ? 

Mr. Mitzer. No, sir. I think that completes the testimony on this 
project, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceit, Thank you. We will proceed to the next project then. 


Saprne-Necues Waterway, TEx. 


Mr. Anceti. We will proceed to the Sabine-Neches Waterway in 
Texas, which is contained in Senate Document 80 of the 83d Congress. 

Is Congressman Brooks present ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Anceti. If it is agreeable to you, Congressman, we will have 
the report of Colonel Milne of the Corps of Enginers first. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Colonel Milne, may we have your report ? 

Mr. Brooxs. We are very glad to have him back to do that, just as we 
know you are. 

Mr. Ancetu. Fine. 

Colonel Milne, will you proceed, please. 

Colonel Miuune. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway, Tex., is contained in Senate Document 80 of the 83d Con- 
gress, 2d session, as authorized by a resolution of the Senate Public 
Works Committee, dated April 20, 1948. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway provides deep-water navigation to 
the cities of Port Arthur, Beaumont, and Or ange. It is one of the 
heavily industrialized areas not only of Texas, but of the United 
States. It is certainly one of the petroleum centers and is rapidly be- 
coming a center of the chemical industry. 

The existing Federal project on the Sabine-Neches Waterway pro- 
vides for a jettied entrance and a channel across the bar 37 feet in 
depth and some 800 feet wide, and then a channel 36 feet in depth, 
roughly 500 feet wide, and gradually narrowing down but keeping the 
same depth all the way to Beaumont. 

From the Sabine-Neches Channel to the Sabine River the channel 
narrows considerably and is approximately 200 feet wide and 30 feet 
deep, and carries that depth with a narrower width channel up the 
Sabine River to the vicinity of the municipal docks; then drops to a 
channel of 25 feet in depth to Highway 90. 

In 1951 54 million tons of commerce were transported on this im- 
proved waterway. Approximately 80 percent of that very large vol- 
ume was petroleum and petroleum products. 

Local interests have Seashell that the existing project is not of 
sufficient depth; that it has numerous and tortuous bends and is not 
deep enough i in the Sabine River section. Furthermore, they feel that 
the existing anchorage basins are not adequate and they have requested 
that consideration be given to the general modification of the project. 

The Chief of Engineers has studied the area very thoroughly and 
has considered a number of various improvements that might be under- 
taken, including greater depth and greater width, the provision of 
modified turning basins, the easing of the bends, and other modifica- 
tions. While he recognizes this is one of the heaviest traversed ports 
in the country and is utilizing all of the modern-type tankers, he 
does not feel that a deepening of the channel to provide a 38-foot 
depth throughout is economically justified. He does believe, how- 
ever, there are a number of modifications that should be made to im- 
prove navigation. 

Spec ifically he recommends that the Sabine Pass Anchorage Basin 
be increased in size and relocated; that several of the bad bends be 
eliminated by cutoffs; that the sharp curves be eased to provide a 
radius of curvature of 5,000 feet. 

He also recommends that the Sabine River channel be widened to 
200 feet, and that the portion of that channel which is now 25 feet in 
depth be increased to 30 feet. 
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Those recommendations were furnished to the Governor of Texas, 
who indicated his concurrence. 

They were likewise referred to the Bureau of the Budget, and I 
should like to read from page 2 of the document an extract of the let- 
ter of the Bureau of the Budget dated August 10, 1953. 

From the information now available to this Bureau, the overall improvement 
therefore seems to be economically justified. However, a separate benefit-cost 
ratio computed for the Orange portion of the Sabine-Neches by the Corps of 
Engineers at our request shows only marginal economic justification for this 
part of the improvement. It is further noted that a portion of the benefits of 
this part of the project are dependent on the development of sea-going commerce 
from three chemical plants planned for construction along the northern part of 
the Sabine River. The failure of this commerce to materialize would bring 
the benefit-cost ratio of this segment of this improvement below unity. If the 
entire improvement is authorized by the Congress, the economic justification of 
the Orange portion of the improvement should, in view of these facts, be re- 
examined and a current evaluation of this portion of the improvement sub- 
mitted to this Bureau before appropriations are requested for initiation of its 
construction. 

Subject to this comment, I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget to advise you that there would be no objection to the submission 
of the proposed report to the Congress. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, those comments—and we should em- 
phasize this—were directed only toward the improvement of the 
Orange portion of the project. It is our custom prior to initiating 
any construction very thoroughly to reexamine the benefits and costs 
that might be attributable to any improvement. 

Based on the House document it was estimated that the Federal 
cost of the improvements I have outlined would be $6,875,000 and 
$261,000 non-Federal, for a total of $7,136,000. 

Those costs revised to the fall of 1953 show no change. 

The annual charge is $382,000, including an increased annual 
maintenance charge of $121,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is the furnishing of all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and suitable spoil disposal areas for new work and 
maintenance; relocating all existing pipelines, utility crossings, piers, 
and wharves; and hold and save the Federal Government free from 
damages. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
items of local cooperation. 

The benefits that would accrue as a result of the improvements we 
have recommended would be a dollar savings due to a reduction in 
time required to navigate the waterway. This waterway from the 
jetty portion constitutes more than 60 miles of channel. Because of 
the tortuous bends modern tankers experience extreme difficulty and 
delays in winding their way to the refineries. By easing certain of 
these bends and improving the anchorage basin many of those delays 
will be substantially eliminated In addition to the elimination of 
delays we would have a much better factor of safety by the provision 
of the large anchorage basin. 

Likewise, by increasing the depth and width of the channel going 
to Orange, we would assist the commerce that is ever increasing in 
volume and that is now proceeding from the Gulf of Mexico to 
Orange, Tex. 
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So, based on all of these modifications and on the benefits which 
would accre as a result of them, we feel the project is amply justified 
and recommend that the modifications discussed be adopted. 

Mr. Anceti. Did you give the revised Federal costs, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mutnr. The revised cost is the same as the document cost. 

Mr. AnGeLL. What are they then ¢ 

Colonel Mrune. A Feceral cost of $6,875,000, and a non-Federal 
cost of $261,000, for a total of $7,136,000. 

Mr. Anoewu. Is part of that $261,000 non-Federal contribution, a 
contribution in cash ¢ 

Colonel Mrine. No, sir. It represents the costs to local interests 
for furnishing the necessary rights-of-way and any relocations of 
pipelines, and things of that nature, that would be involved. 

Mr. Anorut. Are petroleum products the main cargo that goes 
over it? 

Colonel Mitne. About 80 percent of the 54 million tons is petro- 
leum and petroleum products. 

Mr. Ancreti. Are there any questions of Colonel Milne by mem- 
bers of the committee ? 

Mr. Mack. Did I understand you to say the distance from the jetty 
to Beaumont is approximately 67 miles? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. The total length of the improved channel 
including Beaumont as well as Orange is 61 miles. ‘The actual dis- 
tance from the jetties to Beaumont I would estimate to be 47 miles. 

Mr. Mack. Is the tendency here and on the Atlantic coast for oil 
tankers to become larger and larger ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. This is one area where the petroleum originates, 
and a number of the tankers they are utilizing are the larger tankers. 
They are predomin: ntly using the T-2 tanker that we are so familiar 
with, but are also using a good number of tankers up to 27,000 tons, 
which are larger than the T-2, and an occasional tanker such as the 
so-called supertanker, which runs from 27,000 to 40,000 tons. 

Mr. Mack. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Scupper. Did I understand you to say, Colonel, that the annual 
charge is $282,000 a year for maintenance ? 

Colonel Miirnz. No, sir. The additional maintenance charge due to 
these improvements would be $121,000. 

Mr. Scupper. What was the $282,000 ? 

Colonel Mrznz. It was $382,000 sir, and it represented an annual 
charge which includes not only maintenance, but the interest on and 
amortization of the original Federal investment. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoext. If not, we thank you, Colonel. 

Congressman Brooks, I note we have listed here eight witnesses. 
The committee will have to adjourn promptly ata quarter to 12 because 
the full committee is meeting fet. If it is possible for you to complete 
your testimony by that time you will have permission for you or any 
of your witnesses to file any statement which may be included in the 
record, and any further testimony, as they desire. If we can we would 
like to finish this at that time. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JACK B. BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We anticipate concluding our testimony by a quarter to 12. Our 
witnesses will file statements, if that is possible, and make brief state- 
ments to highlight their written statements. 

Mr. Ancrett. I may say if you cannot fully cover your project we 
can have a later meeting. 

Mr. Brooxs. I think we can, and in the interests of saving your time 
we will try to doit. 

These waterways that we are discussing here are the life-blood of the 
resent and future economic growth of that section of Texas, and the 
half a million people that are Revctly affected by it. 

Our contribution to the national defense through the production of 
large quantities of chemicals and petroleum products is directly de- 
pe ‘ndent on our ability to ship those products to other parts of the 
United States, and the world, where they can be put to use for the mili- 
tary defense objectives of this nation. 

The statements presented by these witnesses are going to reflect the 
direct interest of their particular locality. They are all in favor of this 
report as it has been submitted by the Corps of Engineers, and as out- 
lined by Colonel Milne. 

While of course they all think in terms of the future, to some extent, 
with larger tankers and larger ships with deeper drafts, and the event- 
ual deepening of these channels, for right now they feel this will be of 
inestimable help to them. 

With your indulgence I would like to introduce the witnesses who 
will make their oral statements as briefly as they can, and if you have 
any questions I am sure that we will be glad to try to answer them. 

Mr. ANGELL. You may do so. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you. 

First I would like to introduce Troy D.. Cousins, who is with the 
Beaumont Marine Service, and who has been in merchant marine work 
all of his life. Mr. Cousins. 

Mr. Ance.tiL. Mr. Cousins, we will be very glad to hear from you at 


this time. 


STATEMENT OF TROY D. COUSINS, MANAGER, BEAUMONT MARINE 
SERVICE, BEAUMONT, TEX. 


Mr. Cousins. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. I 
am Troy D. Cousins, manager of the Beaumont Marine Service, an 
organization within the Magnolia Petroleum Co., Beaumont, Tex., 
Magnolia being a subsidiary of Socony-Vacuum. T am also a member 
of the waterw ays committee of the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce. 

I have seen the Sabine-Neches grow from nothing like it is now, on 
and on and on. We who have close contact with shipping realize that 
we are going to big tankers. We have the T-2 and the T-3, as was 
pointed out. The T-2 was put into production in the last war, and 
the T-3 subsequent to that. Also we have many smaller tankers which 
are becoming obsolete. The bigger tankers of 37,000, 40,000, and 
45,000 tons are coming into use. Our company as well as many 
other companies have them. 
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We know the stress and strain that these tankers go through in hit- 
ting the banks and grounding and necessitating delays due to pipe- 
line repairs and bulkhead leaks, and so forth and so on, which are 
all very expensive. 

We know that oil seems to be the lifeblood of the Nation. The 
territory bordering the Sabine-Neches Waterway processes 800,000 
barrels of oil per da ay, that being one-eighth of the oil produced in the 
Nation. So if oil is the lifeblood of the Nation then we think this 
waterway must look toward a very busy future. 

It is our hope that plan B as submitted by the Chief of Engineers 
to the Secretary of the Army will be given due consideration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Mr. Cousins, for your very 
brief and excellent statement. 

Mr. Brooxs. I would like to introduce John J. Wheat of the Beau- 
mont Navigation District, who has a statement signed by John W. 
Newton, chairman of the waterways committee, chamber of com- 
merce, and chairman of the Be: aumont Navigation District, and who 
is incidentally also a vice president of Socony- -Vacuum. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. WHEAT, REPRESENTING THE BEAUMONT 
NAVIGATION DISTRICT, BEAUMONT, TEX. 


Mr. Wurart. Mr. Chairman, my name is John J. Wheat. I am an 
engineer for the Beaumont Navigation District, which position I have 
held for the past 20 years. My appearance here today is to submit a 
brief prepared jointly by the Beaumont Navigation District and Wa- 
terways Committee of the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce in the 
interests of this project. The most important factor in the project 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers in justifying these improve- 
ments in my estimation is to get the alinement of the channel estab- 
lished in its final location, particularly that section in the Neches 
River where we have so many tortuous bends. 

Part of my duties have been to secure the rights-of-way necessary 
for the constant development of the channel. Industrial de velopment 
along the rights-of-way, and particularly in the Neches River, has been 
tremendous in the past few years. Today there is no development on 
the properties desired which would interfere with securing these 
rights-of-way. Tomorrow a new industry may move in on the very 
location in one of these bends. 

If this work is authorized by the Congress the Beaumont Naviga- 
tion District has the money and then they would have the authority to 
get in and buy these properties as early as possible, so that this great 
channel could be devdouta for the ships of the future. 

We thank you. 

Mr. Anoett. Thank you very much, Mr. Wheat. The statement 
which you have submitted without objection will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 
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(The prepared statement is as follows: 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE WATERWAYS COMMITTEE OF THE BEAUMONT, Tex., 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND THE BEAUMONT NAVIGATION DISTRICT (AN AGENCY 
EXISTING UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF TEXAS AND ORGANIZED FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY) CONCERNING PROPOSED AD- 
DITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS OF THE SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEX. 


MARcH 2, 1954. 
Honorable CoMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, 


Subcommittee for Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : The purpose of this brief is to present facts in support of recom- 
mendations to ease certain bends, provide designated cutoffs, and enlarge the 
Sabine Pass anchorage basin of the Sabin-Neches Waterway, Texas, in accord- 
ance with Report of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated January 
23, 1953, to the Secretary of the Army, and which was subsequently approved by 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Proponents are appreciative of the partially favorable report on the Sabine- 
Neches Waterway, Tex., and respectfully urge that the chairman and members 
of this committee take cognizance of the need of these improvements to this 
vitally important waterway. 

The most hazardous sections of the entire Sabine-Neches Waterway from the 
standpoint of navigation are those sections recommended for improvement by the 
United States Engineers. The channel curvature is excessive for the size and 
draft of vessels presently operating on the waterway. Rectification work, in- 
cluding provision of cutoffs where needed, easing of bends, and enlargement of 
the Sabine Pass anchorage basin, is highly important. The report of the United 
States Engineers indicates that, because of the economics involved, the United 
States Government would be justified in making the proposed improvements. 

Another significant basis of justification which does not appear in the engineers’ 
report should be mentioned. The distance from the entrance at Sabine Pass, 
through the canals and up the Neches River to the Port of Beaumont, is 47 miles. 
On this waterway moved 43,570,582 tons of commerce in 1953, of which 21,442,034 
tons originated along the Neches River alone, where industrial development has 
been tremendous during the past few years. Rights of way desired for the pro- 
posed cutoffs, which are to be furnished by local interests, can be acquired at 
present for a reasonable consideration. Today there is no development on these 
properties which would interfere with the proposed changes of channel location, 
a condition which probably will not exist for long. A new industry may acquire 
property tomorrow in an area which includes desired right-of-way. After 
development of such property the cost to local interests would be excessive. 

It is believed that upon completion of work now proposed the final location of 
the channel will have been generally determined. Sharp bends of 2,000 feet 
radius would be eliminated and the entire waterway would be free of bends under 
5,000 feet radius. The gentle curves would do away with the hazards of naviga- 
tion presently experienced and would make it possible to accommodate ships 
of sizes and dimensions of the future. To have the channel’s final location gen- 
erally determined now would result in tremendous savings for the United States 
Government in that, first, shorter distances and fewer shoaling areas would 
lower maintenance expenses and, secondly, less meandering of the stream would 
reduce costs of the next widening and deepening program. In our opinion, this 
is the most opportune time to begin rectification work recommended by the 
engineers. Deferment of the project would introduce the probable risk that it 
would never be carried out as now planned. If the Congress provides final 
approval, the Beaumont Navigation District intends to acquire the necessary 
properties as quickly as possible. 

On the banks of the Sabine-Neches Waterway are six major refineries. It is 
estimated that these refineries process 800,000 barrels of crude oil per day, one- 
eighth of all the oil produced in the United States. Approximately 90 percent of 
the products of these immense plants is shipped in deep-draft vessels to domestic 
ports as well as to others all over the world. In addition, thousands of tons of 
crude oil are shipped annually from terminals along the waterway. A straighter, 
safer channel would permit the use of larger tankers, with the attendant benefit 
of substantially reduced petroleum transportation costs. An estimated saving 
of 40 cents per ton, a saving which would vary in accordance with fluctuations of 
freight rates, would be realized on shipping products to the East Coast in the 
24,000-ton, or larger, tanker rather than in the much smaller T-2 and T-3 types 
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now generally used by the six companies. Petroleum and its products offered 
for sale are in a highly competitive market. Thus, cost savings achieved by 
better processing methods or by greater economies in transportation and distri- 
bution are ultimately passed on to the consumer public. 

The trend in tanker construction is toward larger vessels with more speed. 
The five major oil companies shipping most of the tonnage on the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway were asked for information relative to the number and dimensions of 
the large ships now owned, chartered, under construction or contemplated for 
the Sabine-Neches area service in the near future. Replies received showed that 
the T-—2 or similar type tanker is being replaced by vessels ranging in size from 
24,000 to 40,000 dead-weight tons. The replacement vessels will range from 587 
feet to 700 feet in length and from 32 feet 11 inches to 34 feet 6 inches in draft 
(salt water). Nine of the larger carriers are already in operation on the Sabine- 
Neches system and, from information at hand, information which can be made 
available to the committee, an estimate of the so-called supertankers now oper- 
ating, under construction, or contemplated to be built and put in service during 
the next 5 years by the present shippers points to a 70 percent replacement of 
the T—2 and T-3 types. In March 1954 a 25,210-ton tanker of Socony-Vacuum 
Oil Co. will begin operations between Neches River ports and the Atlantic sea- 
board. This ship will be joined by another scheduled for completion during the 
latter part of the year. They will be 587 feet 6 inches long, of 33 feet 2%4 inches 
salt-water draft, and will carry 200,000 barrels of oil. 

Atlantic Refining Co. has operated three supertankers out of its terminal on 
the Neches River since December 1951. Dimensions of these vessels are as 
follows: Length, 659 feet, 6 inches; breadth, 85 feet; draft, 34 feet, 3y°5 inches; 
deadweight tonnage, 31,500; cargo capacity, 257,000 barrels. Socony-Vacuum 
Oil Co., shipping from the Magnolia Petroleum Co. terminals at Beaumont and 
Magpetco, both on the Neches River, had three sailings of supertankers during 
1953. The companies stated that under present conditions they were forced 
to make reductions in permitted draft for vessels of this size, with correspond- 
ing reductions in tonnage (or ship loadings) ranging from 1,200 to 2,400 tons 
per vessel. As a result, the increased cost on products shipped was approxi- 
mately 10 percent. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway is recognized as one of the Nation’s vital ar- 
teries from the standpoint of deep-sea tonnage. It is traversed by more vessels 
of 30-foot draft, and over, than any other waterway in the United States, with 
the exception of New York Harbor. Authorized channel widths and depths are 
inferior to those of the principal waterways of the Nation. The dimensions 
are too restricted for safe navigation of the increased number of huge vessels 
now in service. The trend of construction is toward tankers larger and faster, 
chiefly because of economic advantages derived from their operation and also 
because it is a recognized fact that the fast-moving ship is of great importance 
to the national defense. 

At this time the Beaumont Navigation District and the waterways committee 
of the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce respectfully request that the rectifica- 
tion work on the Sabine-Neches Waterway, as recommended by the engineers, be 
approved, and subsequently that the Rivers and Harbors Committee give careful 
consideration to that portion of proponents request which embraces widening 
and deepening of the entire waterway. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. W. NEWTON, 
Chairman, Beaumont Navigation District, and Chairman, 
Waterways Committee of the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce. 


Mr. Brooks. I will next introduce Mr. Howard Hicks of the Beau- 


mont Chamber of Commerce, who will make a short statement. 
Mr. Ancett. We will be very happy to hear you, Mr. Hicks. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD HICKS, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
BEAUMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Hicks. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Howard Hicks, executive vice president of the Beaumont Chamber 
of Commerce. We are interested in this entire project. We are par- 
ticularly interested in the part that affects Beaumont. 
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I want just briefly to point out to you that while this is a matter 
of importance to our local economy, it is a matter of greater impor- 
tance to the national economy. 

Getting up above Beaumont, there is the Bethlehem Steel Co, 
shipbuilding division, where there is a 15,000-ton drydock. Coming 
on down the channel there are these points of interest which handle 
tremendous cargoes: The port of Beaumont, which is a deputy port 
of embarkation for the Army, carrying military supplies overseas; 

The Magnolia Petroleum Co. ; 

The Texas Gulf Sulphur Co., which has in its plans a deep-water 
plant; 

The du Pont Chemical Co., which has in its plans a deepwater 
terminal ; 

The Standard Oil Co. of Indiana; 

The Sun Oil Co. ; 

The Pure-Oil Co., which has a refinery ; 

The Magnolia Petroleum Co.’s crude-oil docks ; 

The Texas Gas Corp.; 

The Texas Co. Port Neches Refinery ; 

The Atlantic Refineries. 

All of those are in this particular area here from Beaumont to 
where the Neches River empties into Sabine Lake. It is considered 
the Beaumont ship channel. That part of the channel and the entire 
channel from here on is almost as busy day and night as Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue is in this city. 

Some of the tugs which are not deepwater vessels, are longer 
than the Queen Mary and Queen Elizabeth. They are in excess of 
1,000 feet in length. They interfere to a certain extent with the deep- 
water vessels that also ply this same channel. 

We are wholeheartedly in accord with this project and all of our 
people endorse the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce one of our 
State officials, Mr. Jep Fuller, the State senator from Orange and 
Jefferson Counties, vitally interested in this project. 

Mr. Fuller of Port Arthur, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF J. P. FULLER, STATE SENATOR OF THE STATE OF 
TEXAS 


Mr. Futrer. Thank you, Congressman Brooks. 

I only want to add a word to what has been said here. I know 
you men are very busy and I appreciate very much the time and con- 
sideration that you are giving to us on this project. 

I want to say that I am interested in this project and that you 
have witnesses here who are experts who will give you all the informa- 
tion you need concerning it. All I want to say in adding to that 
is that we are certainly vitally interested, as citizens of the area. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Mr. Fuller. 

Mr. Brooxs. I would like to introduce the chairman of the Orange 
Industrial Development Committee and the president of the Sabine 
River Authority, Mr. John W. Simmons. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN W. SIMMONS, DIRECTOR, INDUSTRIAL DE- 
VELOPMENT COMMITTEE OF ORANGE, AND PRESIDENT OF THE 
SABINE RIVER AUTHORITY 


Mr. Stumons. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. The 
Corps of Enginers have already explained the case admirably. We 
will file with you a brief that will attempt to bring up to date all of 
the considerations concerning the Orange section of the channel, from 
1946 to date. 

Orange is a new section, you might say. All of the developments 
in the Orange Channel have been made since 1946. 

I would like to leave just a few facts with you, if I may. At the 
upper end of the project is the United States Naval Station, estab- 
lished in Orange in 1946. It is fast becoming one of the chemical 
centers of the Nation. Weare using the petroleum products combined 
with chemical plastics. We have the Du Pont plant at Orange, which 
was mentioned in the Bureau of the Budget’s report as a proposed 
plant. Since that time 2 of them have started and 1 is in production. 

The Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals will start some time this year. We 
have the Du Pont Co. and the Allied Chemical & Dye Co., and the 
Spencer Chemical Co., now building and in production. i 

In addition, since 1946 we have a United States Steel plant there in 

»ipe fabricating at the upper end of the channel, It is one of the 
sl pipe plants in the Southwest. 

All of those facilities use this channel. 

I think it is significant also to note the fact that the Orange Channel 
is the Intercoastal Canal, and all of the tonnage going over the Inter- 
coastal canal uses the Orange section of this waterway. The traffic is 
tremendous. We are now asking for relief by widening this from 125 
feet to 200 feet. Our problem will be a continuing one. It will not 
be solved by these improvements. With the developments that are 
taking place in the Orange area we feel that this will continue for 
some time to come. 

These developments are primarily due to the fact that we have fresh 
water, which means chemical plants can use the area, and chemical 
plants need additional waterway improvements to permit them to use it. 

There is one thing in our brief that I would like to ask you to look 
at, which is a map that we have prepared. It was not designed for 
this purpose, but it does show the tremendous development in the entire 
area. Over $2 billion of permanent industrial installations are shown 
in the Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange-Lake Charles area. We are an 
integral part of that section. 

We thank you for listening to us. 

Mr. AnceLL. Your statement will be received and printed in the 
record and printed at this point, and the map will also be placed on file. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF ORANGE, TEX., INTERESTS INCLUDING THE OBANGE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE REPRESENTED By Its NAVIGATION AND WATERWAYS 
COMMITTEE AND THE ORANGE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE CONCERN- 
ING PROPOSED ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, 
Tex. 

Supplementing the Brief for Additional Improvement Sabine-Neches Waterway, 
Tex., Which Brief Was Filed With United States District Engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, Galveston, Tex., at Public Hearing Held in 
Beaumont, Tex., September 27, 1949, and Brief Presented to Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C., September 30, 1952, 

Marcu 2, 1954. 

COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC WoRKs, 

Subcommittee for Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: On September 27, 1949, local interests from Orange, Tex., ap- 
peared at the public hearing held in Beaumont, Tex., by the district engineer, 
Corps of Engineers, and presented requests for further modifications and im- 
provements to the Sabine River channel from the mouth of Sabine Lake to Orange, 
Tex.—an integral and important segment of the Sabine-Neches Waterways, Tex. 
The improvements requested were briefly as follows: 

1. Widening of the channel from 125 feet to 200 feet from Sabine Lake to the 
upper end of the project at Orange. 

2. Deepening to 30 feet from the municipal slip to the upper end of the project. 
3. Enlarging the area at the entrance to the city municipal slip to provide a 
maneuvering basin. 

t. Realinement of existing channel curves to provide for safer navigation. 

Our justification for these urgently needed channel improvements was the 
unprecedented industrial developments along the channel since 1946, as follows: 

1. The Du Pont Co.: $100 million plus petrochemical plant (1,900 employees). 
Raw materials and products using waterway. 

2. United States Steel, consolidated western division: Structural steel fabri- 
eating and pipe plant (2,000 employees). Inbound steel and outbound products 
via oceangoing freighters and barges. 

3. Levingston Shipbuilding Co.: Drydock and repair yard located on channel. 

4. Harms Marine Service and Higman Towing Co.: Major tow boat operators 
located on channel. Increased activity . 

5. United States Naval Station and Reserve Fleet at upper end of project. 

6. Resumption of operation of municipal docks which had been taken over by 
Navy during World War II. 

7. Tremendous increase in intracoastal canal tonnage over waterway at 
Orange. The channel to Orange is thé intracoastal canal. 

8. Discovery in 1949 of major oilfield on both sides of and in the channel at 
Orange. 

In addition to the improvements requested (No. 1 to 4 above), we urged that 
the entire channel be deepened to 34 feet in order to provide for the industrial 
developments which we could foresee for the immediate future at that time. 

We also strongly supported the improvements sought by the Lake Charles, 
La., interests for widening to 250 feet and deepening to 34 feet of the Sabine 
River-Caleasieu Rier Ship Channel (a part of the intracoastal canal system). 
Our contention was that provision of this “double-barrelled” outlet for the 
ports of Orange-Beaumont-Port Arthur-Lake Charles and the United States 
Navy at Orange was a national defense necessity. 

The United States Navy appeared at this hearing and supported this request. 

On September 30, 1952, local interests from Orange, Tex., appeared before the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D. C., for the pur- 
pose of expressing further our views on the improvements sought. 

We presented, again, our requests for these urgently needed modifications 
and improvements to the Sabine River section of the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
and showed concrete exidence of the industrial developments on this portion 
of the channel at Orange since 1949, as follows: 

(a) New industrial developments : 

(1) Allied Chemical & Dye: Multimillion dollar petro-chemical plant 
under construction. 

(2) Two other plants planned for future by major petro-chemical com- 
panies. Confidential negotiations made it impossible to announce details. 

(b) Major expansion of facilities at Du Pont. 

(c) Expansion at United States Steel plant. 
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(d) Increased channel usage by United States Navy at Orange. 

(e) Inereased tonnage over channel at Orange—300,000 tons in 1949; over 
1 million tons in 1951. 

(f) Continued increase in intracoastal canal tonnage over Sabine River 
Channel. 

(g) Increased use of waterways by Orange Pulp & Paper Mill and Orange 
Rice Mill at Orange (inbound and outbound). 

(h) Oilfield activities in and around channel at Orange had been fully proven. 
More than 37 producers in the field on both sides of the River. 

This request for full consideration was fully supported by the United States 
Navy who appeared in our behalf. 

As a result of this hearing and after careful analysis, the district engineer, 
division engineer, board of engineers, and the chief of engineers have accepted 
and recommended, in general, the requests of local interests from Orange (as 
well as Beaumont and Port Arthur) for the modifications and improvements 
sought. 

We feel that all of the predictions made in 1949 and again in 1952 have been 
substantiated in full. Time has served only to magnify further the urgency of 
our local needs. 

Since the appearance before the Board of Engineers in September 1952, the 
following developments on the Sabine River Channel at Orange have taken 
place: 

NEW INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENTS 


1. Spencer Chemical Co. is now constructing a multimillion polyethylene plant. 

2. Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals, a subsidiary of B. F. Goodrich and Gulf Oil Corp. 
have purchased a 750-acre site on the Sabine River and plans will be announced 
in the future. 

3. Allied Chemical & Dye, nitrogen division, petrochemical plant will start op- 
erations in April 1954. 

4. The du Pont Co. and United States Steel are both undergoing expansion 
plans and programming. 

5. Levingston Shipbuilding Co. have announced plans for expansion. 

6. Legislation has been enacted by the State of Texas for the creation of an 
Orange County Navigation and Port District, to take over the municipal facili- 
ties and to expand and modernize for increased commercial operations. 


ALL OF THE ABOVE WILL MEAN ADDITIONAL USE OF THE SABINE RIVER CHANNEL 
TO THE GULF OF MEXICO 


We earnestly urge you to give final approval to the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers for these critically needed improvements on the Sabine River 
section of the Sabine River Waterway. Further, we urge you to give your full 
consideration to our request for the additional improvements not included in the 
recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, as follows: 

1. Deepening to 34 feet of the entire Sabine River Channel from Sabine Lake to 
the upper end of the project at Orange, Tex. 

2. Widening and deepening of the Sabine River-Calcasieu Canal (Intra- 
coastal Canal) as an immediate and definite national defense requirement. 

We believe sincerely that we are not advancing theories based on future needs. 
Ours is, and has been, a serious problem. Further time delays will result only in 
increasing the magnitude of this seriousness. 

It will be noted that we have not attempted to discuss the improvements 
sought for other portions of the Sabine Neches Waterway since they are fully 
covered by the local interests of Beaumont and Port Arthur. 

The entire Sabine Neches-Calcasieu industrial area has shown a phenomental 
growth during the past decade. The attached map, we feel, will show the indus- 
trial importance and economic potential of this area, It portends to become the 
petroleum and petro-chemical center of this Nation. Orange, Tex., is located in 
the center of the entire development. 

One fact alone concerning Orange and the Sabine River is outstandingly im- 
portant. The Sabine River at Orange provides an abundance of fresh water for 
industrial users. This means continuing industrial developments and expansion. 
Quoting from Monthly Business Review, October 1, 1953, Federal Reserve Bank 
of Dallas, Dallas, Tex., “In Orange an abundant supply of water from the 
Sabine River is immediately available and the Sabine River Authority (Texas) 
is planning a series of upriver dams which will increase materially the supply 
of fresh water.” 

The entire area needs the modifications and improvements sought now, and con- 
tinuing industrial developments and expansions foreseen in the immediate 
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future—new plants, new demands on these waterways—make these improve- 
ments an absolute necessity. 

We respectfully request your approval 

S. C. TRIMBLE, 
Chairman, Navigation € Waterways Commission, Orange Chamber of 
Commerce. 
GeEorGE D. CRAFT, 
Acting President, Orange Chamber of Commerce, Chairman, Industrial 
Development Committee. 
JoHn W. SIMMONS, 
Director, Industrial Development Commission, President, Sabine River 
Authority. 

Mr. Srerp. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. AnGe.u. Mr. Steed. 

Mr. Sreep. A few years ago, when I was in Orange and Beaumont 
and went over most of this territory on the map, I noticed that the 
Navy was making extensive use of some of this area for, I suppose you 
would call it, a storage shipyard. 

Mr. Stamons. That is correct. At the upper end of this project, 
just north of the Highway 90 bridge that Colonel Milne mentioned, 
there are approximately 200 ships in permanent standby storage. It 
is the Texas group of the Atlantic reserve fleet. 

During the Korean war more than 50 of those vessels were put 
into active duty, and a number of them have been returned since. 

The Navy has an installation of approximately 1,300 permanent 
personnel at Orange. They appeared with us at the first public hear- 
ing, and also at the appearance before the Board of Rivers and Har- 
bors, in supporting our belief and contention that we do need the 
improvements. They have stated that it is vital to our national 
defense. 

Mr. Steep. We were told then that the fresh-water storage area plus 
the ease of its defense are the reasons why they have selected that 
point. 

Mr. Sramons. That is correct. At this point in the river, or in 
that section of the river, it is fresh water, and it keeps the barnacles 
off the bottoms of the ships. That is the reason why they have seen 
fit to establish that basin there. 

Mr. Aneeit. May I say that we have fresh-water ports in our 
district also, 

Mr. Srumons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetit. Thank you very much, Mr. Simmons, for your fine 
statement. 

Mr. Brooks. I would like to present to you Mr. John Lowe, chair- 
man of the conservation and reclamation district, sponsoring all the 
waterways improvements in the Orange County area. 

Mr. Ancei. We are glad to have you here to show your interest. 

Mr. Brooxs. Also I would like to introduce Mr. Byron Tinsley, 
attorney for the Sabine River Authority. 

Mr. Ancey. Weare glad to have you here, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I would like to present now to testify briefly Mr. 
Munger T. Ball, whom most of you probably know. He is chairman 
of the Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce and chairman of the water- 
wavs commission, and has been in the tugboat and waterways business 
since well before I was born. 

Mr. Ball, will you come forward and make your statement, please ? 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Ball, we are very glad to hear you. The commit- 
tee is very familiar with your work. 
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STATEMENT OF MUNGER T. BALL, CHAIRMAN OF THE WATERWAYS 
COMMITTEE OF THE PORT ARTHUR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Batu, Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and honorable members of 
the committee. 


I have here a prepared statement which I would like to leave with 
you for each member. 

Mr. Ancetu. It will be received. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Ball is as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF Port ARTHUR, TeEx., INTERESTS INCLUDING THE PorT 
ARTHUR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, REPRESENTED BY ITS WATERWAYS COMMITTEE, 
CONCERNING PROPOSED ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SABINE-NECHES 
WATERWAY, TEx. 


Supplementing the brief for additional improvement Sabine-Neches Waterway, 
Tex., which brief was filed with United States District Engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, Galveston, Tex., at public hearing held in 
Beaumont, Tex., September 27, 1949, and brief presented to Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C., September 30, 1952. 


Marcu 2, 1954. 
Honorable COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC Works, 


Subcommittee for Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : While local interests are not unmindful of the extent of the find- 
ings of the district engineer and subsequent recommendations of the Board of 
Engineers and the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, or unappreciative 
of the estimated cost to carry out these recommendations, and subsequent main- 
tenance, we do feel that the requests of local interests, as set out in their brief 
of September 27, 1949, and presented to the district engineer at the hearing held 
in Beaumont, Tex., were and are justifiable and we comment as follows: 

We have before us a copy of the public notice issued by the Division Engi- 
neer, Southwestern Division, Dallas, Tex., Col. Louis W. Prentiss, Corps of 
Engineers, of the Report on Investigation for the Improvement of the Sabine- 
Neches Waterway, Tex., dated March 24, 1952, said notice being partially 
favorable to local interests’ requests for further modification of the Sabine- 
Neches Waterway, Tex., as requested in the brief filed with the District Engin- 
eer, Corps of Engineers, Galveston, Tex., at the public hearing held in Beau- 
mont, Tex., September 27, 1949, said report being partially unfavorable to request 
of local interests as set forth in above-referred to brief. The report concurs in 
the findings and recommendations of the district engineer. 

Also, we have before us copy of transmittal, dated December 18, 1952, of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, to the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, setting forth their views and recommendations, more specifically 
set out as follows: 

“The Board accordingly recommends modification of the existing project for 
Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., to provide for rectification of certain reaches of 
the existing Sabine Pass channel, Sabine-Neches Canal, and Neches River and 
Sabine River channels; widening to 350 feet the entrance channel to the Port 
Arthur turning basins; widening the curve at the junction of Port Arthur and 
Sabine-Neches Canals; relocation and enlargement of the Sabine Pass anchorage 
basin to a depth of 34 feet, a width of 1,500 feet, and a length of 3,000 feet ; 
widening to 200 feet the Sabine-Neches Canal from the mouth of Neches River 
to the mouth of Sabine River and the Sabine River channel to the upper end of 
the existing project at Orange, except for the channel around Harbor Island at 
Orange; deepening to 30 feet the Sabine River channel from the cutoff near the 
Orange municipal slip to the upper end of the project, except around Harbor 
Island; and enlarging the area at the entrance to the Orange municipal slip to 
provide a maneuvering basin, all generally in accordance with plan D of the 
district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the 
Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States 
of $6,875,000 for new work and $121,000 annually for maintenance in addition 
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to that now required ; provided local interests agree to: (a) furnish free of cost 
to the United States, all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil- 
disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as re- 
quired; (0) relocate and alter existing pipelines, utility crossings, and piers or 
wharves affected by the modified project; and (c) hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to construction and maintenance of the modified 
project; and provided further that no dredging be done by the United States 
within 50 feet of any established pierhead lines or any wharf or structure.” 

Also, we have before us copy of letter, under date of January 23, 1953, from the 
Chief of Engineers, United States Army, Louis A. Peck, Lieutenant-General, to 
the Honorable Secretary of the Army recommending that there be transmitted 
to the Congress the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in 
response to resolution of the Committee of Public Works of the United States 
Senate, adopted April 20, 1948, requesting the Board to review the reports on 
the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., transmitted to Congress March 2, 1945, in 
House Document No. 685, 76th Congress 2d session, and prior reports, with a 
view to determining the advisability of modifying the existing project at this 
time. The Chief of Engineers, after reviewing the report of the Board of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, concludes that “After due consideration of these re- 
ports, concurs in the views and recommendations of the Board.” 

It is gratifying indeed to note that not only the District Engineer Division 
Engineer, the Board of Engineers, but the Chief of Engineers, have accepted and 
recommended the request of local interests in the modification of the existing 
project for Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., to provide for rectification of certain 
reaches of the existing Sabine Pass channel, Sabine-Neches Canal and Neches 
River and Sabine River channels, and certain other widening of entrances to 
channels, turning basins and anchorage areas, and the modification of the wa- 
terway in the vicinity of Orange, Tex., as requested by local interests; with the 
concurrence by the Corps of Engineers with the request of local interests for 
modification of the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., to the extent cited above. 

It is hard to reconcile the thinking of the district and division engineers in 
that portion of their report that is unfavorable, in that it is concluded that the 
existing project depths and widths are ample to accommodate with reasonable 
safety and convenience tankers up to 27,000 deadweight tons, and concludes fur- 
ther that the existing project dimensions will accommodate larger tankers under 
some restriction of speed and loading. During the years 1948 to mid-1951 there 
were 40 vessels, using the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., with a draft of in 
excess of 30 feet, the mean being 32 feet 4% inches. Of these 40 tankers using 
the waterway there were only 6 in excess of 20,000 deadweight tons and only 
1 in the category of 27,000 deadweight tons referred to by the district and divi- 
sion engineers as being suitable to use the waterway with its present project 
dimensions of width and depth. During the same period of time 1948 to mid- 
1951, there were built, or under construction, 72 tankers of the 27,000 dead- 
weight class, or larger, and only 18 of these saw fit to use our waterway, due 
principally to the restricted depth and width. However, since mid-1951 and 
through 1953, there has been 18 tankers of 27,000 deadweight tons, or larger, 
and having a loaded draft summer freeboard in excess of 34 feet, that have 
used the waterway. These larger tankers that have used the waterway, com- 
ing under the conclusions of the district and division engineers, that, and I quote, 
“It is concluded further that the existing project dimensions will accommodate 
larger tankers under some restrictions of speed and loading”’—the restrictions 
of speed can be controlled at will and the loss of time due to reduced speed on 
our confined waterway is not of a material matter, however, the restrictions 
as to loading can mean only one thing, that is, lightload the vessel to a lesser 
draft than required, consequently cutting out cargo. Here you destroy or wipe 
out the economy of building larger tankers. It is in the increased carrying 
capacity of these larger tankers, with a resulting economy in transportation, 
that justify their construction. The 18 large tankers, of 27,000 deadweight tons 
and over, calling at terminals in the Sabine-Neches District, all sailed short of 
cargo and underloaded draft. 

These vessels will not trade consistently in a waterway when their draft 
is restricted, for two reasons: First, loss of revenue; and second, it is not 
reasonably safe to load a vessel to where she drags bottom, or even approximately 
close to the bottom. Of course there are exceptions, such as an emergency 
loading, or lack of business, which would warrant lifting a short cargo. 

It is the feeling of local interests that all of the predictions that were set 
out in the brief filed with the district engineer at Galveston, Tex., at the public 

















RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 547 


hearing held in Beaumont, Tex., on September 27, 1949, have come true. And 
not only will the 96 vessels of 20,000 deadweight tons and over, that were built, 
or under construction from 1949 to mid-1951, be completed, but many others 
that have been built or are under construction from mid-1951 to the end of 1953. 
This vast fleet of large tankers all will be in operation long before the channel 
widths and depths, that have been requested by local interests, could be completed 
even though authorization were given by the Congress at this time. 

It has been in the past, and will continue to be in the future, that industry is 
far in advance of the adequacy of our waterways to provide a safe and eco- 
nomical means to accommodate the tonnage desiring to use our waterways. 

In conclusion: 

First, local interests are not unmindful or unappreciative of the considera- 
tion given their request for further modification of the Sabine-Neches Water- 
way, Tex., as evidenced by the Corps of Engineers in their recommendations to 
the Congress of favorable consideration given to certain portions of the request 
of local interests; 

Second, the record speaks for itself as to the need for greater project dimen- 
sions in the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., as to width and depth from sea 
to Port Arthur and Beaumont, Tex., and the connecting channels and turning 
basins ; 

Third, we wholeheartedly urge you to give final approval of the Chief of 
Engineers’ recommendations to you, and that you give further consideration 
to that portion of his report that was unfavorable to local interests and which 
are necessary and justifiable at this time, not only as they may affect the economy 
of the Nation, but as a measure of national defense, of prime importance at 
this time, with world affairs in a chaos and the ultimate measure of security 
undefined. The Army, Navy, Air Corps, and the world, move on petroleum and 
its products. Do not restrict its uninterrupted flow from the world’s largest re- 
finery area, the Sabine-Neches district, Texas. 

Respectfully submitted. 

MounceER T. BALL, 
Chairman, Waterways Committee, Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. 


Mr. Batu. I will talk briefly and comment on some of the high 
points. 

First, I just want to bring to your attention a fact which you all 
know, which is the long lapse of time which intervenes from the time 
a project is first instituted until it finally gets to your committee, 
and then when you get the money is anybody’s guess. 

This project was first initiated by the Public Works Committee of 
the Senate, which passed a resolution in April 1948. Then the Chief 
of Engineers reviewed the Sabine-Neches project. As a result of 
that review a public hearing was held by the Corps of Engineers in 
September of 1949. At this hearing a very ambitious program was 
presented by local interests for the widening and deepening and recti- 
fication of our waterway. At that time it was in the early stage of 
the supertanker construction. In fact, many of the supertankers 
were only on the drawing boards. The prediction we made at that 
time about the need for a larger improved waterway has now come 
true, because we have those isan riding the seas and coming 
into this waterway in great numbers. They find it very difficult to 
navigate safely the waterway, and also carry out the economic justifi- 
cation for the building of these tankers. 

The reason why I say that is because they cannot load down to full 
draft and still navigate it. 

It is certainly gratifying to know, however, that the Chief of Engi- 
neers, the district engineer, and the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, have recommended to your committee here that that 
portion of our application dealing with the rectification of the chan- 
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nel from Beaumont to the sea, including the improvement of the 
Sabine River to Orange and above, be approved. 

As was stated to you a few moments ago, 12 percent of all the crude 
oil processed in the United States is processed in the Sabine district. 
That is going to add up to one thing: It is the largest single oil- 
refining center in the world. For many years the Sabine district has 
either been second and never lower than third in the refining of all 
the ports of the United States, including Greater New York. 

I might also say that for many years there have been more deep- 
draft vessels with 30 feet and more coming in and out of the Sabine 
district than any port in the United States, including Greater New 
York, which is a further justification for the improvement of that 
waterway. 

In 1951 there was in excess of 54 million tons that used that water- 
way. In the Chief of Engineers’ report, which is not completed for 
the year 1953, it shows that about 53,700,000 tons of commerce used 
the waterway. That is a lot of tonnage. The greatest portion of 
it is petroleum, and its products. 

Today the world moves on petroleum, and without petroleum prod- 
ucts I think our national defense would soon disintegrate. So the 
Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce urges you to give due considera- 
tion to the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in this very 
important project for the widening and rectification of these channels. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Mr. Ball, for your fine statement. 

Mr. Brooxs. We have one further witness. I would like to intro- 
duce Mr. Francis T. Greene, vice president of the American Merchant 
Marine Institute, who has a prepared statement that he would like 
to submit, and a short oral statement. 

Mr. Ancetu. We are glad to hear you again, Mr. Greene. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS T. GREENE, AMERICAN MERCHANT 
MARINE INSTITUTE—Resumed 


Mr. Greene. I would like-to state on behalf of the American 
Merchant Marine Institute that we are wholeheartedly supporting 
the recommendations of the Secretary of the Army for the develop- 
ment and the improvement of this v itally important project, and we 
would appreciate your indulgence in submitting a formal statement in 
support thereof. 

Mr. Anceit. The statement will be received and placed in the 
record, without objection. 

(The prepared statement of the AMML is as follows :) 

AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
New York, N. Y., March 2, 1954. 
Hon. HoMER D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 


Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Subject: River and Harbor authorization bill, 1955, Sabine-Neches Water- 
way, Tex. 

Dear Mr. ANGELL: The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade 
association composed of 63 United States steamship companies operating ap- 
proximately 7,500,000 gross tons of American-flag dry cargo, tank, and collier 
vessels in the domestic and foreign trades of the United States. 
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Since many of our member companies operate in the Sabine-Neches Water- 
way, they are naturally very much interested in its improvement to insure the 
efficient navigation of their vessels. We very much appreciate this opportunity 
to be heard by your Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors as to those river 
and harbor improvement projects which should be incorporated in the 1955 
river and harbor authorization bill. 

The existing project for the Sabine-Neches Waterway is shown in the at- 
tached table, table I, together with the dimensions requested by the American 
Merchant Marine Institute. 

At the hearing held on September 27, 1949, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute presented a comprehensive program for improvement of the waterway, 
shown in table I, attached. In addition to enlargement of the channels and 
basins, other requests were made for easing of bends, construction of a new 
lift bridge at Port Arthur. Our statement was supplemented by additional in- 
formation given to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on April 17, 
1952, and also September 30, 1952, to indicate the trend in modern vessel con- 
struction as well as the increased benefits that would accrue to users of these 
larger and modern vessels. 

In support of the requested modification, the AMMI indicated the trend in 
tankers construction toward the larger, more economical vessels, the safe and 


reconomical operation of existing and future vessels, the minimum width and 


depth requirements for passing vessels, the tortuous alinements, and others. 
Benefits would be realized from a reduction of petroleum transportation costs 
by use of larger tankers, from a reduction in ship turnaround time, and barge- 
towing time, from two-way night navigation and from reduction in accident 
hazards. These annual benefits were estimated to equal $4,750,000 annually, 
based on present available cost information as developed by the Board of En- 
gineers for Rivers and Harbors’ study of the costs of operating tankers between 
Texas ports and North Atlantic coast ports. 

The Chief of Engineers, after fully considering the reports of the various 
Corps of Engineers offices, recommended modification of the existing project 
to provide for rectification of certain reaches of the Sabine Pass Channel, Sabine- 
Neches Canal, and Neches River and Sabine River Channels; widening to 
350 feet the entrance channel to the Port Arthur Turning Basins; widening 
the curve at the junction of Port Arthur and Sabine-Neches Canals; relocation 
and enlargement of the Sabine Pass Anchorage basin to a depth of 34 feet, a 
width of 1,500 feet, and a length of 3,000 feet; and other modifications. 

It is the opinion of the AMMI that the existing project depths and widths 
in this waterway are not sufficient to accommodate those vessels having a loaded 
draft of 34 feet 6 inches summer salt water and a fresh-water allowance of 
10 feet, giving them a loaded draft of 35 feet 4 inches at Beaumont. 

The use of the modern large tankers in the Sabine area has not been con- 
sidered safe since the terminals can only be reached after rounding numerous 
sharp and narrow bends located north of Port Arthur Canal. The shippers 
are unwilling to use their large tankers in the Sabine-Neches Waterway until the 
improvements at bends and other congested areas as recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers are completed. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., therefore concurs and fully 
endorses the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers providing for rectifica- 
tion of the channel to eliminate the sharp, dangerous bends leading to this 
vital oil-loading port. 

Very truly yours, 
R. J. BAKER, Secretary. 

Attachment: Table I. 
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TABLE I.—E visting and requested project dimensions 


Authorized project 


Project dimensions re- 

















| dimensions quested by the AMMI 
Section of waterway — —__— 
adi Bottom : Bottom 
Depth width | Depth width 
Feet Feet Feet Feet 
Sabine Bank Channel None None | 40 | 1,000 
Sabine Pass outer bar channel 37 800 40 1, 000 
Sabine Pass jetty channel 37-36 800-500 38 1, 000-600 
Sabine Pass Channel 36 500 38 | 600 
Sabine Pass Anchorage Besin. _- 34 800-3, 000 36 15, 000-5, 000 
Port Arthur Canal 36 400 38 500 
Port Arthur east turning basin | 36 420 38 420 
Port Arthur west turning basin 36 (4) 38 (?) 
Channel from Port Arthur west turning basin t 
Taylors Bayon turning basin Pe mbeeael 36 250 38 | 250 
Taylors Bayon turning basin 36 () 38 | @) 
Sabine-Neches Canal: Port Arthur Canal to mouth of 
Neches River 36 400 38 500 
Mouth of Neches River to mouth of Sabine River 30 150 34 300 
Neches River, mouth to Beaumont turning basins 36 350 38 500 
Beaumont turning basin 34 500 38 | 500 
Beaumont turning extension 34 350 38 350 
Sabine River, mouth to cutoff near Orange 30 125 34 300 
Sabine River to Orange municipal wharf 30 200 34 300 
Sabine River Cutoff to bridge on United States High- 
way 90 chet ; 25 150 34 300 
Sabine River bridge to point 6,600 feet upstream None None 34 300 
} 
1600 tapering to 325 feet at northern end by 1,700 feet long 
2 700 feet tapering to 325 feet at northern end by 1,700 feet long. 
3 1,000 feet tapering to 150 feet at northern end by 2,000 feet long. 
Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our testimony. If you 


have any questions that you would like to have answered I am sure 


through oral or written answers we would be happy to do so. 


Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions ? 


(No response. ) 


Mr. Anceti. Congressman Brooks, we want to thank you for your 


very fine cooperation with the committee. 


I hope we have enabled you 


to make your presentation without unduly curtailing your explanation 


of the project. Thank you very much. 


Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Mr. Ancetu. The committee will stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the committee adjourned until 10 a. m 


the following day, Wednesday, March 3, 1954.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Mr. AnGetiL. The committee will come to order. 
We have a rather long schedule for today and we would like to get 
it under way, if we may. 


GUADALUPE River At SeAprirt, Tex. 


Mr. Ancety. The first project listed for consideration this morn- 
ing is the Guadalupe River at Seadrift in Texas, House Document 
478 of the 81st Congress. 

Our colleague, Representative Clark W. Thompson of Texas, is 
listed as a witness. 

Congressman Thompson, does it meet with your approval to have 
the Corps of Engineers report first, and then we will call on you? 

Mr. Tuomrson. I would prefer it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Colonel Milne, if we may have your report then we 
will be very glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Mizne. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Guadalupe River 
in Texas is contained in House Document No. 478 of the 81st Congress, 
2d session, as authorized by resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, of the House of Representatives, under date of February 15, 
1946, 

Seadrift is located on San Antonio Bay between Galveston and 
Corpus Christi. The area immediately adjacent to Seadrift is pri- 
marily devoted to agriculture and fishing. There is an existing Fed- 
eral project at Seadrift for which money for construction has not yet 
been appropriated. 

That authorized project provides for a channel 9 feet in depth and 

100 feet wide from the Intracoastal Waterway extending across San 
Antonio Bay and up the Guadalupe River to the vicinity of Victor la, 
Tex. In addition, there is provision in the authorization for a side 
channel off the proposed Victoria cnannel, this side channel also being 
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9 feet in depth and 100 feet wide, and extending six-tenths of a mile 
to the city of Seadrift, and ending in a small turning basin to be con- 
structed by local interests. 

Local interests have indicated that they are having difficulty secur- 
ing protection from storms at the present time because of the lack of 
a harbor of refuge. It is probable that as many as 200 boats would 
seek refuge in the harbor during storm periods. ‘The annual fish catch 
is about 1,500 tons a year. Local interests have requested that consid- 
eration be given to the provision of a harbor of refuge. 

The Chief of Engineers has investigated the area very thoroughly 
and has come to the conclusion that the provision of a harbor of refuge 
approximately 9 feet in depth and 200 feet wide and 1,000 feet in 
length is economically justified. 

Those recommendations were furnished to the State of Texas. They 
had no comments or recommendations on our report. 

The Bureau of the Budget indicated that they had no objection to 
the submission of the report to the Congress. 

Based on the project document, the costs are estimated to be $52,000 
Federal and $21,000 non-Federal, a total of $73,000. 

Those costs revised to thet fall of 1953 show a Federal cost of $74,300 
and a non-Federal cost of $28,500, a total of $102,800. 

Mr. ANce.u. You say those are the revised costs, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes: $74,300 Federal and $28,500 non-Federal, a 
total of $102,800. 

The total annual charges, based on the revised costs, are $6,120, of 
which $1,430 represents the annual Federal maintenance charge. 

The benefit-cost ratio, again based on the revised costs, is 1.6 to 1. 

Local cooperation required is the provision of all lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way, including the spoil-disposal areas necessary for 
construction and maintenance; construction and maintenance without 
cost to the United States of suitable mooring facilities within the 
harbor of refuge; holding and saving the United States free from 
damages. No work shall be undertaken, in accordance with the recom- 
mendation, however, until the authorized Guadalupe River Channel 
and the side channel have been completed from the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway to and including the turning basin to be constructed by 
local interests at Seadrift. Further, no dredging shall be done by 
the United States within 50 feet of pierhead, pierhead line, wharf, or 
structure. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with the 
elements of local cooperation. 

The two-hundred-odd fishing vessels that would seek refuge in the 
harbor must, in times of storm, moor in the rather shallow San Antonio 
Bay. They generally moor a mile to a mile and a half off the shore. 
In the hurricane season, or when a hurricane actually strikes this area, 
those vessels are severely damaged. 

We have estimated that the average annual damage to the 200 
vessels that moor there is $9,760. The provision of this harbor of 
refuge, which would have a spoil bank around the outside at elevation 
20, would permit all of the vessels in the area to moor in the harbor 
during periods of storm. At least 80 percent of the damages that are 
now occurring on an annual basis would be eliminated. 
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On the basis of the elimination of that damage, the project is eco- 
nomically justified and we recommend that it be adopted as a Federal 
project. 

Mr. Anceit. Thank you, Colonel Milne. Are there any questions 
from members of the committee? 

(No response. ) ; 

Mr. Ancewn. If not, as I stated a moment ago, our colleague, Con- 
gressman Thompson of Texas, is here, and is very much interested in 
the project. 

The committee would be very glad to hear from you at this time. 

May I say to my fellow members that I have very high regard for 
our colleague, Congressman Thompson, who formerly lived in the 
State of Oregon. I never quite ahieeidl why he left the State of 
Oregon to go to Texas. But regardless of the fact that he sits on the 
opposite side of the aisle in the House, I have great respect for his very 
fine services which he has rendered to us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. THompson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You are 
most kind. 

I have very little to add to the very excellent presentation that the 
colonel has just made. If I may, I would like to invite the attention 
of the committee to a plant that is under construction at about the 
point I am indicating on the map, which is within a mile of the town 
of Seadrift. At any rate, it is very close to the edge of the map. ‘That 
isa chemical plant. The investment in it will probably be $75 million. 
They are locating where they are because of the canal which is now 
projected there. 

They themselves are constructing a chaunel from the Intracoastal 
Canal feeder known as the Guadalupe River. They are construct- 
ing their own canal into the plant. That shows they are not fooling. 
They are spending their own money and are doing it to a considerable 
extent, because of the assurance that the canal would be completed. 

When they have completed their work they will use the canal a great 
deal. The number of boats will increase tremendously, and it w ill be 
all the more necessary to have this harbor of refuge. 

I would like to give you the actual figures of the loss caused by the 
storms in 1942 and 1945, neither one of which was a major hurricane. 
The actual damage was $874,916. We do not have the dollar loss of 
record prior to 1942, but this was the actual damage. 

As I say, I have nothing else to add to it. I appreciate your con- 
sideration and confirm that the local interests will carry out their 
share, as enumerated by the colonel. 

Thank you. 

Mr. ANcrtt. Thank you, Congressman Thompson. 

Do you know whether Congressman Dies desires to be heard? We 
have his name listed in connection with this project. 

Mr. THompson. I do not. 

Mr. Ancety. Without objection, permission will be given to Con- 
gressman Dies to extend his remarks in the record at this point, if he 
desires to do so. 
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Mr. THompson. Mr. Chairman, may I have your permission to file 
in the record a telegram I just received from Mr. T. A. McDonald, 
who has the figures on the damage which has been done? 

Mr. Ancetu. Without objection, the telegram will be received in 
the record. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 

Victoria, Tex., March 2, 1954. 


Hon. CLarkK W. THOMPSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Seadrift Harbor of Refuge would give protection in case of storms to over 
200 boats representing an investment of more than $3 million. About 25 per- 
cent are pleasure craft and 75 percent are dredge shrimpers and fishing boats. 
No other harbor of refuge within radius of 60 miles in past 35 years. Six 
disastrous storms swept this area, viz: 1919, 1921, 1929, 1934, 1942, 1945. No 
record of losses in storms prior to 1934, 1942, and 1945. Storms caused $874,916 
damage to boats. Number of boats increasing in this area each month due 
to drilling in bays for oil. 

T. A. McDoNALp. 

Mr. Anceu. I notice that we have with us today Mr. Dale Miller, 
the executive vice president of the Intracoastal Canal Association 
of Louisiana and Texas. 

Mr. Miller, we will be very happy to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF 
THE INTRACOASTAL CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND 
TEXAS 


Mr. Miuier. My name is Dale Miller, executive vice president 
of the Intracoastal Canal Association of Louisiana and Texas. 

Like Congressman Thompson said, the explanation made by Colonel 
Milne of this project is very thorough and detailed. There is very 
little that I believe I should need to add. 

I think it might be helpful if I oriented this project a little bit with 
reference to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. ‘The Intracoastal Canal 
extends for a thousand miles, as you gentlemen know, from the west 
coast of Florida to the Mexican border. It has at this point the San 
Antonio Bay, which would be farther down the map here, at this 
point here, where it branches off at Seadrift, which is 7 miles from 
the intersection with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 

The enormous tonnage carried on that waterway in recent years 
has caused a development down there in the gulf coast area for the 
development of tributaries and feeders to the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway, which in fact will be inland extensions of low-cost water 
transportation. 

With that in mind, Congress authorized a few years ago the Guate- 
lupe River Canal to Victoria, which extends from the Gulf Intre 
coastal Waterway a distance of 35 miles up to Victoria. At the same 
time there was authorized this side channel six-tenths of a mile in 
length with a little turning basin here at Seadrift. 

For your information, the estimated cost of that entire project is 
$11 million, $6,500,000 of Federal funds and $4,500,000 of local par- 
ticipation. 

As Colonel Milne explained, that project is authorized. This har- 
bor of refuge is needed here to accommodate the considerable and 
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growing fishing fleet in that particular area. It will not be con- 
structed if authorized, of course, until the present authorized project 
is constructed, because its harbor of refuge is a modification of this 
Guadalupe River project which has been authorized already. 

As Congressman Thompson told you, the development of those 
industrial plants along that authorized channel will in itself cause 
considerable economic development of that area, which in turn will 
make this harbor of refuge project even more needed. 

I think that is all I need to add, Mr. Chairman, to the presentation 
previously made. 

Mr. Ancetx. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Miller from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceit, If not, we thank you. 

Have you any additional witnesses to be heard ¢ 

Mr. Miter. No, sir. That completes our testimony. 

Mr. Ancex. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


Los ANGELES AND Lone Beacu Harpors, Cauir. 


Mr. Ancety. Without objection, we will take next the project at 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., House Document No. 
161 of the 83d Congress, in view of the fact that our colleague, Mr. 
McDonough of California, the Congressman from that district, is here 
and has other engagements, we will hear him first; he had to leave so 
we will now hear the report of Colonel Milne on this project. 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Chairman, the report on Los Angeles and Long 
Beach Harbors is contained in House Document 161 of the 83d Con- 
gress, 1st session, as authorized by resolution of the Rivers and Har- 
bors Committee of the House of Representatives dated February 1, 
1946, 

I realize that we had rather extensive hearings on this project last 
summer, but I believe the committee might want to go over it briefly 
to refresh their memories. If that is your desire, I will cover it very 
briefly. 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well. 

Colonel Miine. Los Angeles is, of course the center of an extremely 
large industrial area. The existing Federal project for the Los 
Angeles-Long Beach Harbor consists of a series of outer breakwaters 
protecting the entire Long Beach-Los Angeles waterfront, and then 
an entrance channel 40 feet in depth and approximately 1,000 feet 
wide across the bar into Los Angeles Harbor. Then the channel 
shallows to a depth of about 35 feet, and the width varies from 1,000 
feet to 400 feet. That channel extends into the harbor proper and 
into the West Basin, and likewise up to the East Basin. 

Mr. Mack. Where is Long Beach, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mine. It is on the coast, southwest of the main center of 
Los Angeles. 

In the year 1951 there were 24 million tons of commerce handled 
by the combined Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. That com- 
merce was predominantly petroleum. Local interests have indicated 
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they are having difficulties with the existing Federal project, and at 
a public hearing that was held in the area they recommended a num- 
ber of improvements. 

One of the things local interests requested that we considered is 
the provision of a ship channel from the West Basin to Laguna 
Dominguez. They requested that the West Basin be improved and 
that the shoal in the East Basin be removed. Also, local interests 
requested that consideration be given to removing a bridge at the 
entrance to the West Basin, and furthermore to the dredging of the 
Consolidated slip at the upper end of the East Basin channel. 

The Chief of Engineers examined the requirements of the area very 
thoroughly and came to the conclusion that a number of the items 
that the local interests had requested were not economically justified. 
Specifically he found that a ship’s channel to Laguna Dominguez was 
not economically justified. The Chief of Engineers did not feel that 
the improvement of the West Basin could be justified at this particu- 
lar time, but he did feel that the shoal area at the East Basin should be 
removed, and recommended accordingly. 

The recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were furnished to 
the State of California, and they indicated their concurrence. 

Likewise, the Bureau of the Budget indicated that they had no 
objection to the submission of the project to the Congress. 

Based on the project document the cost was estimated to be—— 

Mr. AnGexi. Are those revised costs? 

Colonel Miine. The revised costs, based on the costs in the fall of 
1953, are $1,202,500. The original project document cost was a Fed- 
eral cost of $896,500, and a non-Federal cost of $306,000, for a total 
of $1,202,500. Apparently the revised costs based on the ball of 1953 
figures are the same as the cost contained in the project document. 

The annual charges total $47,600 and the benefit-cost ratio is 2.1 to 1. 
Included in those annual charges is an item of $5,000 for maintenance 
in addition to that already being spent at the Los Angeles Harbér. 

Mr. Ancretit. How much did you say the maintenance is, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mrune. $5,000. 

Mr. Anceit. What is the non-Federal contribution ? 

Colonel Mitne. The non-Federal cost would be $306,000. 

Items of local cooperation required are the furnishing of lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way; a suitable spoil-disposal area; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; provide and maintain at 
local expense adequate public terminals and transport facilities; make 
sewer and water supply and drainage and other utility changes; and 
remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in the East 
Basin; and disestablish the special anchorage area A-4 prior to the 
improvement of the East Basin. 

Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with those 
items of local cooperation. 

As the committee knows, there has been recently completed adja- 
cent to the channel in East Basin a very large and modern terminal, 
The existing channel is relatively narrow at that point, and adjacent 
to our channel is this large shoal area which is in about the center of 
the East Basin. That area has a depth of approximately 12 feet. It 
makes it extremely difficult for the large oceangoing vessels utilizing 
this new terminal to back out of their mooring slips. 
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Under exising circumstances the large carriers must back down the 


‘channel about a mile and a half to the nearest turning basin, where 


they can turn around and proceed out of Los Angeles Harbor. It not 
only causes extreme delay to those carriers, but it is a dangerous pro- 
cedure. They can very easily strike other vessels in the channel and 
they can go aground and cause considerable damage to themselves and 
to other navigation interests. 

In addition to those delays, because of the small channel and the 
shallow area adjacent thereto, there is an excessive pilot and tug 
charge for vessels proceeding into that area. The improvements we 
have recommended would eliminate both the delay to the carriers 
and eliminate to a large extent the excessive pilot and tug charges. 

We feel that the modification of the project along the lines recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers is economically justified. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that authorization of the project 
that is before you would enable the Corps of Engineers to improve the 
work remaining at East Basin, as well as maintaining it in the future. 
Mere approval of this document does not give any ‘authority to pay 
back to the city of Los Angeles for any work that they have done 
already. 

I might also say that the work they have done was in accordance 
with our plans, as drawn up by our district engineer at Los Angeles. 

Mr. Anceti. The report does not, however, cover the repayment? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. The report was prepared and submitted 
to the Congress prior to the time this work was undertaken by the 
city. 

Mr. Anae tt. Is it the position of the Army engineers that that is 
a matter of policy to be determined by the Congress? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoet. Are there any other instances where work has been 
done prior to authorization and carried out in accordance with the 
plans of the Army engineers, and where redress has been made? 

Colonel MiLne Yes, sir. Congress did that very thing in the last 
authorization bill, for a project in Florida at Lake Worth Inlet, where 
local interests, of necessity, went ahead, and dredged a channel recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers but not authorized by Congress. 

The Congress in the authorization bill placed specific language 
directing that that money be repaid. 

Mr. AncrLt. Were these expenditures insured by the local people 
subsequent to our having hearings on this project? 

Colonel Miuune. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. And that question ‘was raised at that time, as I recall 
it, that local interests desired to get quick action and requested some 
action on the part of the Congress to enable them to do that, so that 
evenually they might be reimbursed for the funds which the Govern- 
ment would have to pay out anyway, if the project was carried out 
in accordance with the Army engineers’ plans. 

Colonel Mune. That is correct. 

Mr. Ance.i. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Milne, was all of this work at the city of Los 
Angeles done in accordance with the plans of the Army engineers 

Colonel Mitner. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Mack. And if this work had not been done, would this facility 
for a terminal basin have been useless to the city, or largely so? 

Colonel Mitne. It would not be useless, Mr. Mack, but its use would 
have been definitely hampered. 

Mr. Mack. You speak of the local interests supplying a certain part 
of the cost. If we should authorize the proposal submitted by Mr. 
Perkins, will any of that local cost reduce the amount of $500,000, or 
would that apply purely to easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-dis- 
posal areas ? 

Colonel Mitne. Under the project document local interests are re- 
quired to furnish lands and easements estimated to cost $306,000. 
That item would still be required. 

Mr. Ancevt. That does not include the dollar expenditures, does it ? 

Colonel Mine. It does not include any dredging. 

Mr. Mack. If the United States Army engineers find by their study 
that the city of Los Angeles expended $500,000 on this work, under 
the language that has been submitted we would be liable to return to 
the city of ‘Los Angeles $500,000 ¢ 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetu. If not, we thank you, sir. 

Our colleague, Repenpactatinw Cecil King, of California, is inter- 
ested in this project. I do not see him in ‘the room at the moment. 
Without objection, he will be authorized to submit a statement for the 
record at this point, if he desires to do so. 

His statement follows: 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1954 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. ANGELL: I am informed that at the hearing this morning on the 
omnibus bill covering projects approved by the Chief of Engineers, the matter 
of the improvement of East Basin of Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., was 
considered by your subcommittee, and that although I was unable to be present, 
I was extended the courtesy of having my remarks appended to the record of 
the hearing. 

Will you be kind enough to consider this letter as my endorsement of the lan- 
guage offered by Mr. C. N. Perkins, deputy city attorney, representing the Los 
Angeles Harbor Commission this date, which language is incorporated in the 
form of the bill, H. R. 3054, introduced by me February 16, 1953. 

You will note that I have provided particularly for authorization of reimburse- 
ment to local interests for the actual cost of work done by them in the immediate 
and necessary dredging requirements of the East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, in 
a sum not to exceed $500,000. It is estimated that $500,000 will cover the actual 
contract cost Los Angeles Harbor Department has paid out plus such engineering 
expenses preliminary to letting the dredging contract. This sum is exclusive 
of something over three hundred thousand dollars absorbed by the city of Los 
Angeles in providing rights-of-way, disposal area, and other charges incident to 
the dredging project. 

Thanking you for your kindness, I am 

Very sincerely, 


Cecti R. Krna. 


Mr. Anceti. Congressman McDonough, we will be glad to hear 
from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA—Resumed 


Mr. McDonovenu. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate this 
courtesy on the part of the committee in giving me the opportunity 
to make a brief statement at this time. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here principally 
to introduce the deputy city attorney of the city of Los Angeles, who 
is assigned to the job of looking after the Los Angeles Harbor Com- 
mission, and to testify or to make a statement in relation to H. R. 3806, 
which was introduced at the first session of this Congress, but which 
the committee found it did not have the time under the circumstances 
to give consideration to; and in turn to give the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and the Congress an opportunity to act upon it. 

This bill is titled, “To saithinrine the improvement of East Basin, 
Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, California.” 

The committee adopted a resolution last year stating that due to 
the circumstances we were up against a year ago, that the committee 
would give this project first consideration in connection with the 
present omnibus bill you are now holding hearings on. I think that 
the hearings of a year ago could be stipulated as containing the perti- 
nent facts concerning this project, and if the committee will agree to 
including at this point in the record or at the proper point in the 
record the statements that were made a year ago concerning this 
project as part of the hearings today, together with the progressive 
facts that have developed that Mr. Perkins will discuss following 
my statement, I believe that would be all that would be necessary. 

Mr. Ancetx. Without objection, that may be granted. 

Mr. McDonoven. The project is of essential interest to the develop- 
ment of Los Angeles Harbor and is of particular interest to the 
facility of a new terminal that has been constructed, which is one 
of the largest of its kind in the United States. Without the im- 
provement that this bill will provide, that terminal facility will be 
practically useless. ‘The project has been thoroughly reviewed b 
the Army engineers. There is a House document that contains all 
of the facts on it. It has met with the approval of the Army en- 
gineers, and we are asking the committee to include this in their 
omnibus bill, so that in turn we will have the proper authorization 
for the Appropriations Committee to provide the funds to reimburse 
the city of Los Angeles for the expenses that they have been put to 
up to the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that I have the privilege of revising and ex- 
tending my remarks. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, that privilege may be granted. 

Mr. McDonoveu. At this time I would like to introduce to the 
committee Mr. Perkins, the deputy city attorney of the city of Los 
Angeles, who will give you additional information on the project. 

Mr. Aneeti. Are there any questions of our colleague by members 
of the committee ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anceit. Mr. Perkins, do you desire to be heard now? 
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STATEMENT OF C. N. PERKINS, DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY, BOARD 
OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.—Resumed 


Mr. Perxtns. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceit. You may proceed then, Mr. Perkins. 

Mr. Perkins. We have appeared on two previous occasions, I be- 
lieve in May and in June of last year. Some of the members of this 
subcommittee have been out to the coast and have viewed the location: 
of this project. I think the committee is generally pretty well ac- 
quainted with the facts. 

Briefly, we built a terminal and had it ready for operation in Jul 
of last year. Up to that time we had made our pealicetien through 
the usual channels for a dredging project there that would facilitate 
the use of this terminal. The thing dragged on to the point where 
the terminal was completed and we still did not have the dredging 
work done. So it was necessary for somebody to do something. We 
went ahead and did a minimum amount of work in order to make the 
terminal available for use by large vessels. 

Beginning in April, I think on April 17, after we had introduced 
or had our Representatives in Congress introduce bills in the House 
of Representatives and one in the Senate for an authorization for the 
project, we started the dredging work and it was completed on July 11, 
1953. That is, we completed the part of the dredging work necessary 
for the immediate use of the terminal which was completed, at an 
estimated cost as approved by the Army engineers of $896,000. We 
only did about 60 percent of that work, with a contract cost of $457,000 
plus our own engineering expenses, estimated at approximately $500,- 
000 for the total work done so far by local interests. 

These bills which were introduced early in the first session of this 
Congress, which were generally revised in accordance with the sug- 
gestions offered by the Army engineers, could be used as the basis or 
the form of the item in the omnibus bill covering this project. I have 
prepared a copy of the language which I think meets with the ap- 
proval of the Army engineers. It is the same language they used in 
the last bill, and which I would like to submit for the consideration 
of the committee. It provides for reimbursement to the local interests 
for the money which they have expended out of whatever authori- 
zation Congress makes for the entire project. 

If I may offer this language for the consideration of the committee 
to be incorporated in the omnibus bill, I would like to do so. 

Mr. AnceLt. You may do so. 

Mr. Perxrns. May I read this language? This is the language 
generally of H. R. 3086 that Mr. McDonough introduced and which 
has been referred to before this committee: 

That the project for improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor, California, is hereby authorized in accordance with the plan and sub- 
ject to the conditions contained in the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated 
January 23, 1953, printed as House Document Numbered 161 of the 83d Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $896,500: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local interests for such work as may 
have been done upon this project subsequent to April 1, 1953, at actual cost to 
local interests insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 


and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized : 
Provided further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations 
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applicable thereto or funds available therefor and shall not take precedence over 
other pending projects of higher priority for harbor improvement: Provided 
further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $500,000. 

That is what in round figures we have expended to date. I have 
nothing new to offer the committee except that the record is already 
pretty complete and we ask that be merely incorporated here as a 
part of the presentation before this committee at this time. 

Mr. Ancetu. That has already been authorized. 

Mr. Prrxins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any questions from Mr. Perkins from the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.L. If not, we thank you. 

Are there any further witnesses to be heard on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetx. If not, we will proceed to the next project. 


Tortie Cove, Trex. 


Mr. AnGetit. We will proceed to the next project, which is Turtle 
Cove, Tex., House Document No. 654 of the 8ist Congress. 

I note we have with us our colleague, Mr. John E. Lyle, Jr., of 
Texas. We are very happy to have you here, sir. I will ask you if 
you desire to be heard first, or shall we hear the report of the Corps of 
Army Engineers? 

Mr. Lyte. I think it would be much more helpful to have Colonel 
Milne proceed first. 

Mr. Anoeii. Very well. Colonel Milne, you may proceed, if you 
will. 

Colonel Miznz.’ Mr. Chairman, the report on Turtle Cove, Tex., is 
contained in House Document No. 654 of the 81st Congress, 2d session, 
as authorized by the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Turtle Cove is a natural channel in the vicinity of Port Aransas, 
and connects the inner end of Aransas Pass with Corpus Christi Bay. 
The existing Federal project at Port Aransas provides for a channel 
12 feet in depth, 100 feet wide, and 800 feet long, extending off the 
deep ship channel and terminating in a small turning basin at the town 
Port Aransas. 

In the year 1951 there were approximately $25 million tons of com- 
merce handled on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi waterway, the 
commerce being gasoline and general supplies. 

Local interests indicated the existing turning basin is altogether too 
small for the sizable fleet moored there on a permanent basis, in addi- 
tion to the transient fleet that would like to use that area. Accordingly 
they have requested that consideration be given to the provision of a 
larger anchorage basin. 

The Chief of Engineers investigated the requirements of the area 
and has come to the conclusion that a larger anchorage basin is 
definitely needed. He recommends that a basin 400 feet in width 
tapering to 300 feet at the entrance, and 900 feet long and 12 feet in 
depth be provided as an extension to the existing small anchorage 
basin. Those recommendations have been furnished to the State of 
Texas and they indicated their concurrence. Likewise the Bureau of 
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the Budget indicated they have no objection to the submission of the 
project to the Congress. 

Based on our project document we estimated that the Federal cost of 
this project would be $30,000. Those costs, revised to the fall of 1953, 
are $40,000. 

The annual chares based on the revised costs are $2,450, of which 
$1,020 represents a maintenance charge. 

The benefit-ratio is 3.2 to 1. 

Local interests will be required to furnish lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, and spoil-disposal areas for the construction and maintenance; 
hold and save the United States free from damages; provide and 
maintain mooring facilities and public landings open to all on equal 
terms. Local interests have indicated a willingness to comply with 
those items of local cooperation. 

At the present time there are approximately 100 fishing vessels 
that permanently moor at Port Aransas. Those vessels engage in 
both commercial and recreational fishing, and about 10,000 round t trips 
a year are made from the Port Aransas basin. 

In addition to the fleet that is based there permanently, there are 
approximately 150 vessels that are purely commercial-fishing vessels 
from Corpus Christi and Aransas Pass that make use of the water- 
way adjacent to Port Aransas. Those vessels run about 27,000 

vessel trips during every fishing season. When they need supplies, 
or when they get caught i in a storm, it is necessary for them to return 
all the way back to their base of operations at Corpus Christi, Aransas 
Pass, or, in some cases, Rockport. 

Mr. Mack. How far is Corpus Christi from Aransas, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mitnr. The distance is about 20 miles. The shortest dis- 
tance those vessels have to. go for supplies or to seek refuge is 6 
miles; on a round-trip basis, it would be 12 miles. We have esti- 
mated on the basis of 27,000 vessel trips that if an anchorage basin 
of sufficient size were provided at Port Aransas, about 2,000 of those 
vessel trips would actually utilize-Port Aransas both for periods of 
emergency and to gather supplies that have been depleted during 
their ‘fishing t trips. 

On the basis of a 12-mile round trip, which is wasted for those 2,000 

vessel trips, and assuming that the average cost for the operation 
of these vessels is $2 an hour, you can soon get appreciable savings 
if there were a basin of sufficient size provided at Port Aransas. 
Based on the savings that would accrue to the sizable fishing fleet 
operating in the general area, we feel that the provision of a basin 
there is economically justified. 

Mr. Ancex. Did you give the costs? 

Colonel Mune. Yes, sir. The cost of the project as a revised cost 
is $40,000. That is the complete Federal cost. 

Mr. Ancett. What about non-Federal cost? 

Colonel Maine. There is no non-Federal cost. 

Mr. Ancetxt. What about annual maintenance? 

Colonel Mine. It is estimated at $1,020. 

Mr. Ancexi. Are there any questions of Colonel Milne from mem- 
bers of the committee? 

Mr. Mack. Is this a waterway, or a river, or a canal? 
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Colonel Miune. It is the main ship canal to Corpus Christi, Mr. 
Mack. It is 36 feet in depth and some 800 feet wide. 

Mr. AncELL. Is it in an existing waterway ? 

Colonel Mirne. No. This is an artificial waterway. It has been 
cut across this island. 

Mr. Mack. How far inland does it go? 

Colonel Mine. It extends to Corpus Christi about 27 to 30 miles. 

Mr. Mack. The gasoline that is carried on it is going to sea? 

Colonel Mizne. On the project we have been discussing ? 

Mr. Mack. You spoke of heavy traffic in gasoline on the ship canal. 
Does it go out to sea? 

Colonel Mune. On the Corpus Christi Ship Canal I would estimate 
that there must be twenty to thirty million tons handled each year, 
predominantly of gasoline. But the commerce that goes off this small 
channel, which is only 12 feet in depth and 100 feet wide, is only the 
gasoline required tor the use of the Port Aransas area, which runs 
about 1,300 tons a year. The rest of the supplies using this small chan- 
nel would be general supplies for the fishing fleet that utilizes the area. 

The 27,000 vessel trips I was talking about has no connection with 
the oceangoing commerce on the Port “Aransas Waterw ay. They are 
purely the small fishing craft that come from Aransas Pass, Corpus 
Christi, and Port Aransas and Rockport, and come by this area on 
their way out to the sea. They do use in some cases the main ship 
canal and in other cases the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Trimester. Colonel Milne, I am a little confused. I am unfa- 
miliar with the territory. Unfortunately I have never been to Corpus 
Christi. You said it is 27 to 30 miles up to Corpus Christi. The 6 
miles you referred to a madiaiad ago was from the main channel out 
to this anchorage basin. Is that right? 

Colonel Mixne. No, sir. The existing small project—it might be 
well if we could divorce our thinking entirely from this oceangoing 
channel—the small channel going into Port Aransas is less than a 
mile in length. 

Mr. Trimeie. Where are the 6 miles you mentioned a while ago? 

Colonel Mutnr. That must be on the other project. 

Mr. Trimste. No, it was on this project. 

Colonel Mitne. I beg your pardon. The 6 miles is an increased 
distance that the fishing fleet would have to travel to get to their base 
at Aransas Pass if there were no provision made for an anchorage 
basin at Turtle Cove. 

Mr. Macx. Where are the fishing banks? Off the coast of Corpus 
Christi ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. In the gulf off the coast of Corpus 
Christi. 

Mr. Ancetu. How far do fishing craft have to go out? 

Colonel Mizne. About 15 miles off the gulf—no farther that that. 

Mr. Anoett. Do they fish the season round ? 

Colonel Mitne. A great portion of these vessels are the shrimpers, 
and of course they follow the shrimp. These vessels do not fish in a 
a bank the year round. They tend to follow the coastline during the 
shrimping season. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there fishing operations going on the year round ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Ancetu. Is that anchorage basin used for pleasure craft? 

Colonel Mitne. The existing basin that has been provided already 
is the one predominantly used by the recreational fishing craft. Most 
of these 100 vessels I spoke of at Port Aransas are chartered fishing 
vessels and they occupy almost that entire basin. 

The extension we have recommended for the new anchorage basin 
would be devoted mostly to commercial fishing. 

Mr. AnceLyL. Have you included within your computations for 
benefits anything for pleasure craft? 

Colonel Muunz. We have included no pleasure craft benefits in our 
computations. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions of Colonel Milne? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceu. If not, thank you, Colonel. 

As I said, we have our colleague, Congressman Lyle, from Texas. 
Weare very glad to hear you at this time, Mr. Lyle. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. LYLE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS—Resumed 


Mr. Lyte. Would it please the committee to hear my very dear 
friend, who lives in Corpus Christi and represents the port, Mr. 
Miller? 

Mr. AnGeLu. Very well. We will be glad to hear you at this time, 
Mr. Miller. 


STATEMENT OF DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
INTRACOASTAL CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND 
TEX AS—Resumed : 


Mr. Mixxer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, again Colonel Milne 
has given a full discussion of this project. I do not think it will be 
necessary for me to take more than a very few moments on 1 or 2 points 
that I think would be of interest to the committee. 

One is to emphasize the fact that Port Aransas here is at an im- 
portant and busy intersection of four navigable waterways. You 
have the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Deep Sea Channel here. You 
have the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway coming in from this direction; 
and a side channel from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway coming in 
from Aransas Pass. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway coming in 
here extends down to Corpus Christi and another branch will branch 
off at Corpus Christi Bay on its route down to the Mexican border. 
So for a long stretch here the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway coincides 
with the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, and of course deep- 
sea vessels and long barge tows use that. 

While it is certainly true, as Colonel Milne pointed out, that this 
proposed anchorage basin would not serve the heavy vessels that use 
this waterway, such as oil tankers, and freighters, and so on, going 
out to sea, it would be available, of course, in times of refuge to all of 
the small craft that traverse the busy Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
in that area. 

To orient the project for just a moment, you heard testimony yester- 
day for the North Shore Channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
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Waterway, which is right here in this area about 8 miles from this 
point. Now, Port Aransas is part of the overall Nueces County Navi- 
gation District; and while on this small project costing only $40,000 
there is no local cooperation to speak of, still the Nueces County Navi- 
gation District has on all other such projects, of course, contributed 
very substantially. 

As the testimony indicated yesterday on that North Shore Channel, 
local interests went ahead at their own expense and dredged that 
channel, and they are asking the Federal Government only to assume 
the maintenance and to carry out further 

Mr. Becker. Which project are you talking about now? 

Mr. Mirier. The testimony taken voles on the North Shore 
Channel here. I mentioned it only to orient it with this particular 
project. 

One point that I think is of great importance insofar as this little 
anchorage basin is concerned is that in recent weeks there has been a 
tremendous development offshore in the submerged lands in the form 
of oil exploration. Also in the Corpus Christi Bay area and the Red- 
fish Bay area. 

The oil industry will use this anchorage basin to a very great ex- 
tent. It is a home base for their work crews out in the gulf. It is 
important to note that Aransas Pass here with this access from the 
gulf to Corpus Christi Bay is the only access from the gulf to the pro- 
tected waters of the bay for a distance of 150 miles along the Texas 
coast in each direction. 

I think the need for that kind of basin as a harbor of refuge in 
times of storms and also as a working base for the operations of the 
fishing fleet and the oil developments substantially demonstrates its 
need, and we request you gentlemen to give it your earnest consid- 
eration. 

Mr. Anoett. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mr. Miller? 

Mr. Becker. In view of the fact that Mr. Miller mentioned that 
one little channel about 8 miles up that was paid for by local interests, 
I wonder if you have any idea, Mr. Miller—and I do not know the 
history of this project—as to how much money the Federal Govern- 
ment has put in in channels in that area ? 

Mr. Mituer. Colonel Milne would have to give us that information. 

Colonel Mitne. Mr. Becker, we can get that information rather 
readily. We do not have it available. 

Mr. Becker. It is not needed at the moment. I was interested in 
knowing because there seems to be four waterways there and they 
all seemed to have large channels in them. I was interested to what 
extent the Federal Government had participated. 

Colonel Mitne. We can furnish it for the record, Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Brecxer. I would like to have it, if the chairman does not. mind. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection the information may be furnished 
for the record. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 

The amount of money spent by the Federal Government on the Port Aransas- 


Corpus Christi Waterway to June 1953 is close to $17 million. The other 
channels and harbors in the area, including the channel from Port Aransas 
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to the town of Aransas Pass are part of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway project 
and the amount of money spent by the Federal Government on the portion of 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is not broken down for this area. 

Mr. Mitier. This is a large channel for deep-sea vessels.. Of course, 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterw ay along its entire project depth is 12 
feet deep by 125 feet of bottom width. So is this side channel to 
Aransas Pass. The depth of this anchorage basin would likewise be 
12 feet for small commercial vessels. 

Mr. Aneevit. Who paid the bill for constructing that artificial 
channel ? 

Mr. Miuier. The Federal Government. 

Mr. Becker. For all of those channels in the four waterways. Is 
that correct ? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anoe.x. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancex. If not, we thank you. 

Mr. Lyle, we will be glad to hear from you at this point. 

Mr. Lyze. Mr. Chairman, J think I would like to make a contribu- 
tion to this testimony. It is foolish for me to take your time, but 
I would be glad to answer any questions that might occur to you. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Lyte. I might say here that the Federal contribution in that 
area has been substantial. Of course, it would have been impossible 
to have the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and these other channels 
without the Federal contribution. The contribution that Mr. Miller 
was speaking about was that local interests spent $1,300,000 last year 
for the side channel at the aluminum plant of the Reynolds Metals 
Co. But, of course, these being the main channels in the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway—and here is the Gulf of Mexico right here—of 
course, we would never have built or maintained those channels with- 
out that Federal contribution. 

I am sorry, Mr. Trimble, you “have not been to my home down 
there. Those pleasure craft that we have down there are quite large 
in number. I think we have one of the most magnificent yacht basins 
I have ever seen built by local and State interests. 

Mr. Becker. I will agree with you on that. I have sailed there. 

Mr. Lyxe. And 99 percent of the pleasure craft as such anchor in 
the yacht basin at Corpus Christi, which is a local interest entirely. 

In the last few months there has been a tremendous development 
there. This is all State land that is under water and a tremendous 
oil development has taken place there. We have just dozens and 
dozens of rigs offshore. Each of them must be supplied by a boat. 
All of the food that they eat on those big rigs and all of the sup- 
plies they use must be brought by boats. They must have boats 
standing by in case some of the men are injured. Also for changes 
of shifts. 

It is my understanding that this would be extremely useful for the 
development of the resources which are spreading all out. I do not 
know whether they are offshore or not, but they will be offshore, 
I am sure. 

Mr. Murr. That is right. 
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Mr. Lyte. We are in a unique position down there, as you very 
well know. While we live on the gulf coast we cannot get through 
to the gulf without going through here or going down almost to 
Brownsville. 

Mr. Mixer. That is right. 

Mr. Ly1e. Of course, you can walk across the sand. It is not 100 
yards across, but you cannot take a vessel through there. I judge 
the next opening up is at Freeport. 

Mr. Mrizer. That is right. 

Mr. Lyte. So we feel a little isolated with this hump of sand be- 
tween us and the Gulf of Mexico. This contribution which was made 
by the Government through the foresight of Mr. Miller’s illustrious 
father has enriched the whole world actually by making available 
the great natural resources that are in that area in enabling them 
to come out by water. Otherwise I am sure the millions and millions 
of barrels of petroleum products that we supply to the rest of the 
United States each year could not nearly as readily have been han- 
dled if we had not had the magnificent contribution of the Federal 
Government to our waterways. 

Mr. Anoert. Thank you, Mr. Lyle. Are there any further ques- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Becker. I think you probably read my mind before in what 
I was getting at. There is no doubt about it. You have a beautiful 
yacht basin. There is no question about it. I think it is one of the 
prettiest I have seen in the country. I always admired it for the 
brief time that I sailed on it. But the thing I have in mind is this, 
Congressmen. I understood Mr. Miller to point out that the amount 
of money spent up there for that channel by local interests was $1 
million. 

Mr. Lyte. It is $1,300,000. 

Mr. Broxer. I was interested in the amount of what the Federal 
Government had spent in that area. 

Mr. Lyte. It is not in this channel. 

Mr. Brecker. I know, but the other four waterways must have run 
into a tremendous sum of money. 

Mr. Lytx. Fortunately it was done many years ago, before costs 
were as high as they are. : 

Mr. Brecker. But here is an anchorage basin that we are asking 
for just for the fishing fleet primarily at a cost of something like 
$40,000. It would seem to me somewhere along the line that might 
be done—with the expansion of all these projects going on in that 
area—by local interests, as well as that channel up above. It seems 
to me rather than calling on the Congress to do it at this time it might 
be done in that way. 

Mr. Lyte. Of course, we much prefer to do these things when we 
can without asking Congress to do it. 

Mr. Brecker. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Lyue. I have found in 10 years as a representative that there 
are many projects in which it is actually cheaper for the United 
States to have the Corps of Engineers handle them because it coordi 
nates them, and they are projects of general interest. 

Now, with reference to whether this little village here, which is 
a very small village, could do it itself, I do not know. I do not know 
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whether it would even be practical to undertake it or not for them. 
But over the years I have discussed some of these projects with the 
Corps of Engineers and have come to the conclusion that many of 
these matters are best handled by them through the use of Federal 
funds. 

When we cannot do it that way I thoroughly agree with you it is 
much more in keeping with the American way of life for the local 
interests to take care of it. 

Mr. Becker. That is what I have in mind, Congressman. I am 
thinking of that primarily. 

Mr. Lyte. We are in this unique situation here. Here is a channel 
that local interests spent $1,300,000 on. I venture to say in the next 
5 years that the United States Government will save several millions 
of dollars in shipping costs as a result of that channel, because now 
they find the General Services Administration is saving about 45 
cents a ton by using this channel here to bring bauxite up which 
belongs to the General Services Administration. They bring it 
through there and store it there. 

Mr. Becker. Congressman, I am not going to labor the point. I 
think we agree on the principle of the local interests rather than the 
Federal Government trying to do things. 

Mr. Lyte. That is right. 

Mr. Becxer. I agree with you that this little village probably could 
not bear the burden. How large is it? 

Mr. Lyxe. Six or seven hundred people. 

Mr. Becker. That is out of the question, but how about the vessels 
that are going to use it? Could it not be based on a licensing fee 
of some kind in order to pay for the project? They are going to be 
the beneficiaries of it and it is a livelihood for them. They are the 
sole beneficiaries. The little village is not the beneficiary of the 
harbor, That little village would not be the complete beneficiary of 
the anchorage basin. 

Mr. Lytx. No. It is actually bigger than that. 

Mr. Becker. That is right. 

Mr. Lyte. If that were purely for the little village it would not 
mean anything. 

Mr. Brecker. That is right. 

Mr. Lyte. It involves so many elements that I doubt very much if 
you could say it is even for the sole benefit of those boats. I think 
it isa little bigger than that, just as most of these projects are. They 
all have self-interest in them, of course; but with reference to whether 
or not it is simply for the benefit of the people who own the boats 
there, I doubt that very much, because it is pretty much a United 
States area here during the fishing season. 

Mr. ANGELL. May L say that the question that my colleague, Mr. 
Becker, brought up involves a policy question which has been under 
consideration for a great many years. It is my understanding, par- 
ticularly after serving on this committee for 16 years, that the Fed- 
eral Government in developments having to do with water tr ansporta- 
tion and rivers and harbors does not seek to impose any maintenance 
or reimbursement charge on local interests, or those using the facil- 
ities. It is true in the reclamation projects that they require reim- 
bursement, and in hydroelectric plants revenue for power sales cover 
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costs, including the multiple-purpose projects on large rivers and 
waterways. In one instance the Paneind Canal we do charge tolls, 
but that is an international service. In all of the river and harbor 
developments there is no charge imposed on the users of the project. 

I presume one reason for that is that they are so diversified and the 
users come from all points of the compass, that it is almost imposible 
to impose a charge that would be equitable and meet the situation. 

That is my personal view of it. 

Mr. Lyte. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mr. Ancor. There is one other witness we have listed here, Mr. 
Duane Orr of Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Mr. Minter. No, sir. He has left. He did not feel his appearance 
would be required. 

Mr. Aneext. Do you have any other witnesses ? 

Mr Lyux. No, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetx. We have Mr. Martin Dies listed here as a witness. 

Mr. Lyte. He represents the State-at-large and he was not here 
this morning. 

Mr. Ancets.. Without objection, Mr. Dies will be given the right 
to include a statement in the record, if he so desires. 

We have a letter from Winfield S. Hamlin of Port Aransas, Tex., in 
opposition to this project. Without objection it will be inserted in 
the record at this point. 

Port ARANSAS, TeEx., March 26, 1954. 
THE CHAIRMAN, 
House Public Works Committee, 
United States Congress, Washington, D. C. 

HonoraBie Str: As a businessman and taxpayer of Port Aransas, Tex., I wish 
to protest and oppose the proposed Turtle Cove project at Port Arkansas, Tex., 
covering the dredging for an anchorage 12 feet deep by 300 feet, on the following 
grounds: 

(a) The project is for the purpose of developing private property, opening 
a channel to private boathouses for pleasure craft only and a commercial project 
for renting skiffs and outboard motors to transient tourists; other facilities for 
this latter purposes are now available at Port Aransas. 

(b) The proposed location is wide open to the elements; no seawalls are 
proposed and the anchor hasn’t been manufactured that would hold on this 
bottom in a hurricane or even a 50-mile gale. 

(c) At least 300 feet of anchor rope is required to hold a 60 foot commercial 
fishing boat in a 40-mile wind, and allowing for a swing through a 180° arc, the 
proposed project would not accommodate a single craft and therefore would be 
of no value to commercial fishermen. 

(d) There are no commercial fishing boats at Port Aransas, such craft as are 
maintained there are 26- to 36-foot charter boats for sport fishing and are always 
hauled out and secured ashore during actual hurricane conditions or warnings 
thereof. 

The United States Engineers are compentent as to feasibility of such enter- 
prise but not competent as to necessity. The United States Coast Guard, re- 
sponsible for the safety of vessels, would be the final authority as to safeguard 
this proposed channel would afford craft during storm conditions. 

Respectfully, 
WINFIELD S. HAMLIN. 

Colonel Miune. May I make a statement off the record, Mr. Chair- 
man ? 

Mr. Anceti. You may, colonel. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Anceti. Colonel Milne, we do understand that you are about 
to leave in order to resume your official duties which you left for the 
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purpose of making these presentations before this Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors. May I say as chairman of the subcommittee 
that the subcommittee feels very much indebted to you for the very 
fine presentations you have made of these projects and the very help- 
ful consideration you have given to the committee. 

In all my service on the committee I doubt if we have every had 
an officer who was more cooperative and who understood his job 
better, and who was more deserving of a commendation from this 
committee than you. I certainly want to wish you on behalf of my- 
self and the committee Godspeed and good luck in your new assign- 
ment. 

Colonel Miine. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Milne, I join completely in the statements made 
by our chairman. 

Mr. Becker. And I echo them also. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Colonel Milne. 

If there is nothing further, the committee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Thursday, March 4, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 4, 1954 


House or ReprResENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Anceii. The committee will come to order, please. 

The subcommittee is meeting this morning to consider several proj- 
ects in the State of Oregon along the Columbia River, as well as on 
the north side of the Columbia River in the State of Washington. 
One of the most important ones is at the mouth of the Columbia 
River, which is the great waterway leading to the hinterlands com- 
prising what was originally known as the Oregon country, involvin 
lands in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and some additional 
lands in Canada. 

There are two projects in southern Oregon, the Gold Beach project 
and the Umpqua River project, as well as another, which is on the 
north bank of the Columbia River. We will take up first the Gold 
Beach project, which appears in Senate Document 83 of the 83d 
Congress. 

Following our usual practice we will have the Corps of Engineers’ 
report first. 

The committee is very happy to have here General Itschner, who, 
perhaps, of all the men engaged in this work here is more familiar 
with the projects on the Columbia River than any other gentleman. 
This is his first appearance before our committee in charge of the 
justification of a project, and I want to say to the general that we are 
most happy to welcome you here, and we know that your relationship 
with us will be very pleasant. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


General Irsouner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ancexu. If you are ready to proceed you may do so on the Gold 
Beach project. 


Roeve River, Harsor at Gorp Bracn, Orec. 


General Irscuner. The first project we have for consideration to- 
day is the Rogue River, Harbor at Gold Beach, Oreg. 
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This is a review report on the Rogue River in Oregon to determine 
whether any modification of the recommendations of the original 
report is advisable at the present time, with ‘particular reference to 
the improvement of the harbor at Gold Beach, Oreg., requested by a 
resolution by the Committee on Commerce, United States Senate, 
adopted on July 31, 1946. 

The report is published as Senate Document No. 83 of the 83d Con- 
gress, 2d session. 

The Rogue River enters the Pacific Ocean in Oregon approxi- 
mately 55 miles from Bandon, the nearest port to the north, and about 
an equal distance from the port of Crescent City, Calif., to the south. 
The river flows into the Pacific Ocean 264 miles south of the mouth of 
the Columbia River. The surrounding country is largely utilized in 
the production of lumber and some cattle. There is a great deal of 
tourist trade, because the area is very scenic. 

There is no existing project on this river. It is completely unde- 
bas any There is no commerce on the river at the present time. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to permit vessels having 
about 10 feet of draft to enter the harbor and take out lumber. It is 
estimated there will be about 52 million board-feet of lumber and logs 
which will produce an additional 23 million board-feet of lumber 
shipped out annually. In the area there is an adequate supply of 
timber, amounting to an estimated 4,700 million board-feet of timber. 
This timber is principally Douglas fir, although there is some Port 
Orford cedar, which is an extremely valuable type of lumber. 

Another important use of the harbor will be as a harbor of refuge. 
It would also be used by small fishing vessels. There is a possibility 
of its being used as a port for the shipment of ore that might be de- 
veloped in that area. However, in our economic evaluation of the 
project we did not consider the mining portion of it to be of value at 
this time. It is a possibility for future development. 

As proposed, there will be two jetties, as shown on the map. A 
channel will be dredged between them to 13 feet of depth, 300 feet 
wide, from deep water in the Pacific Ocean 6,300 feet up the river to a 
location close to a highway bridge. A small portion of this channel 
would be widened for a turning basin. That would be 500 feet wide 
and 650 feet long. 

The cost of the project would be $3,937,000. The cost of main- 
taining the harbor after it is completed is estimated to be $160,000 
for annual dredging. There would be no local contribution. 

The benefit-cost ratio would be 1.33 estimated at 1953 price levels. 

It is estimated that there would be approximately 119,500 tons of 
commerce on this river. It is also believed that there would be about 
40 fishing craft permanently located in this area, and that there 
would be a number of others that would come there during the fishing 
season. 

Mr. Ancetu. General Itschner, what did you say the Federal cost 
is based on present prices ? 

General Irscuner. There is no project at this time on the river. 
The proposed project would cost a cotal of $3,937,000, of which the 
cost for the Federal portion would be $3,758,700 for construction and 
$14,500 for navigation aids to be put in by the Coast Guard. 
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Mr. Ance.t. That would make a total Federal cost of what? 

General Irscuner. The total Federal cost would be $3,773,200. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Mack. General, how much lumber did you say this port 
handled ¢ 

General Irscuner. At the present time it handles nothing at all. 

Mr. Mack. What is the potential ? 

General Irscuner. The potential amount of lumber that would be 
shipped through this port is estimated to be about 78,000 tons. 

Mr. Mack. How much would that be in footage ? 

General Irscuner. In addition to that, 37,500 tons of logs. The 
lumber that is available in the area is about 4,700’ million board-feet. 

Mr. Mack. I meant how much lumber will be shipped out of this 
port as a finished product? Did you say 600,000 feet or 600 million 
feet ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. We estimated 52 million feet of lumber. 

Mr. Mack. But there will be a considerable amount of logs in 
addition to that? 

(reneral IrscuNner. Yes, 23 million feet of logs and plywood. 

Mr. Mack. Is that the only source to get that timber now? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. It is the only water method of getting 
it out. It is 55 miles by water down to the nearest port. At the pres- 
ent time this lumber is shipped to three different ports: To Arcata, 
Calif., 138 miles to the south by highway, that is, by truck; to 
Coquille, Oreg., 77 miles to the north by road ; and to Coos Bay, Oreg., 
95 miles to the north by road. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any lifesaving or Coast Guard stations in 
that area? 

General Irscuner. None right here. I think the nearest one is at 
Coos Bay. 

Mr. Macx. The fishing industry is naturally a very important 
industry. 

General Irscuner. The fishing industry is very important and at 
the present time they have to go to the nearest ports, which are 
approximately 55 miles by water in either direction. 

Mr. Anoeii. Thank you, General. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of General 
Itschner ? 

(No resporse. ) 

Mr. Ancexu. If not, the Chair would like to say that this project 
is in the district of our colleague, the Honorable Harris Ellsworth, 
who is with us. 

General ItscuNer. May I add just one thing? The Bureau of the 
Budget had a comment on this report which I feel should be read to 
you. I shall quote from their report: 

In summary. it appears that the marginal economic justification for the im- 
provement could readily be reduced below unity by (1) failure of local interests 
to make adequate capital investments in the area to insure the movement of 
the volume of traffic anticipated in the report, (2) appropriate consideration 
of the losses involved in the diversion of fishing traffic from other ports, (3) 
navigational difficulties involving possible temporary closures of the port due 


to sudden and rapid shoaling of the bar channel, or (4) an increase in the 
estimated annual cost of maintenance of the recognized unstable channels due 





574 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


to currently unforeseen conditions such as more frequent floods. Accordingly, 
authorization at this time of the project estimated to cost $3,758,700 does not 
appear to be warranted. 

However, they have no objection to transmitting the report to the 
Congress. 

I would like to comment on those four comments of the Bureau 
of the Budget, if I may, very briefly. 

The first comment related to the fact that they were fearful local 
interests might not make adequate capital investments. The local con- 
tribution is in the form of the following items: 

First, furnish without cost to the “United States all lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas necessary for 
new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as required; 
second, to hold and save the United States free from damages, which 
is customary in all of these projects; third, dredge and maintain proj- 
ect depths in the berthing space adjacent to and within 50 feet of the 
terminal and transfer facilities: and, fourth, to provide adequate 
public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms. 

The costs to the local proponents of the project are $163,800 at 
present levels. They have taken steps to organize a port and they 
state they are able to make the money available and will do so when 
the project is approved. 

The second comment of the Bureau of the Budget is to the effect 
that any gain in this port would result in a loss of fishing traffic 
from other ports, which are nearby. We believe that it is quite 
possible there will be some loss initially from nearby ports if this 
port were constructed. We believe that the amount of fish available 
will soon cause an adjustment which will permit this port to be 
developed to its fullest extent and result in a return of traffic to the 
nearby ports which, as I stated, are 55 miles away by water. We think 
that the fishing benefit is one of national importance from the in- 
creased catch which they will get as a consequence of the greater ease 
of access to the fishing banks off the shore. 

The third comment made by the Bureau of the Budget was that 
there is some possibility that the port entrance would be closed due 
to sudden and rapid shoaling of the bar channel. We believe that 
the jetties, if they are constructed, will insure the maintenance of a 
channel throughout the year. It is true that you cannot dredge in 
that channel during the winter months, but that is the reason for 
our constructing the jetties. We are convinced that the jetties as 
designed will maintain the channel properly. 

The fourth comment of the Bureau of the Budget is that there 
might be an increase in the estimated annual cost of maintenance 
due to unforeseen conditions or floods. We have estimated a cost 
for dredging of $160,000 which we are reasonably sure is adequate 
for the maintenance of this particular project. Our estimate has been 
prepared very liberally and we think it is proper. 

Mr. Ance.tut. Thank you, General. 

Are there any additional questions? 

Mr. Near. General, do you mean it would be about the annual 
charge that would be necessary to maintain it by dredging? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. That is our estimate of the 
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annual maintenance charge for maintaining the channel by dredging, 
which would be paid for by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Anoetx. That does not include amortization ? 

General Irscuner. Thatisright. Itis purely a maintenance charge 
for dredging. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancewu. If it is agreeable to the committee, the committee will 
stand in recess for a moment so that the photographer can take pic- 
tures of the proceedings. If there is no objection, that will be done. 

(Whereupon a short recess was had.) 

Mr. Ancrtu. The Chair was stating that this project we are con- 
sidering, the Gold Beach project, was in the district of our colleague, 
Congressman Harris Ellsworth of southern Oregon. The Congress- 
man is here, and I want to welcome you here, Congressman Ellsworth, 
and tell you that the committee will be very happy to hear you on this 
project. We know of the great interest you have in the work you have 
been doing for Oregon and your district and what you have accom- 
plished. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRIS ELLSWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Exiswortn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I shall not make a statement in detail regarding the project myself 
because there is present here toflay to testify before the committee Mr. 
Loren Stewart, who represents the Rogue River Harbor Improvement 
Association. I would like to tell the committee, however, that this 
project and the survey and report for this project were made some 
years ago, and that the information and the only information which 
the Army engineers can supply the committee with is of that date. 
Since 1949, when the data was accumulated which has already been 
presented by the Corps of Engineers, there have been many changes 
in the Gold Beach area which Mr. Stewart will recite to the committee. 

I merely want to point out to the committee, which will be amply 
demonstrated by Mr. Stewart, that this river and proposed hari 
are in an area which is totally without adequate transportation. 
There is no railroad in there. The highway is not of modern stand- 
ards. It was built many years ago and is very difficult to truck heavy 
loads over. But in this area there is a vast amount of very valuable 
timberland—timberland which is going back—that is, it has reached 
maturity. ‘The timber which is on that land has reached maturity 
asacrop. Most of it is owned by the United States. 

I believe that the committee will agree it is important to the econ- 
omy of our country that this vast resource which is presently locked 
up because of the need of transportation, should be made available 
to our country as a result of this harbor improvement. 

Mr. Ancretu. Congressman, may I inquire from you if it is not 
true, as I believe it is, that the largest stand of commercial timber 
in any county in the United States, or any congressional district, is 
in your district in Oregon ? 
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Mr. Exxisworru. That is quite correct. The district I represent ac- 
counts for approximately one-sixth of the total timber stand in the 
United States. This area we are speaking of this morning represents 
a substantial amount of the standing timber inventory of the district, 
but it is not, as I said a moment ago, really presently available for 
cutting because of the lack of transportation. 

Mr. Ancet. As you said, a great proportion of that timber belongs 
to the Federal Government itself. 

Mr. Exitsworru. That is correct. 

Mr. Ancor. Before you call your next witness, I would like to 
make a statement off the record, 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ex.iswortn. Now I would like to present Mr. Loren Stewart, 
who represents the Rogue River Harbor Improvement Association, 
which is located at Gold Beach. Mr. Stewart. 

Mr. Mack. Before you leave, who owns the timber adjacent to 
the Rogue River? The Federal Government or the State government ? 

Mr. Ex.swortrn. Mostly the Federal Government. It is mostly in, 
the national forest. I believe Mr. Stewart has some maps which 
will indicate not only the location of the stand, but the ownership. 
It is a very high percentage that is owned by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mack. By the improvement of this project the Federal Gov- 
ernment will benefit to the extent that it will secure or make the timber 
more accessible and secure lower freight rates in marketing it ? 

Mr. Ex.iswortu. That is right. 1 think Mr. Stewart has figures 
which will show that the increase in the value of timber owned by the 
United States, which is an increase in éhe value of the stumpage as it 
stands, will probably equal several times the cost of the project itself. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Scupprr. Will the logs be floated down the river for shipment? 

Mr. Exiswortn. No, sir. The logs will be hauled overland to the 
mills and milled. I mean in Oregon we do not drive any of the streams 
any longer. That is the term used when you float logs down a stream. 
We call it driving the stream. The Rogue will not be a log-driven 
stream. It has been discovered long since that the practice of driving 
iogs down a stream of that kind is very detrimental to the fish life 
and to the recreational values. 

Mr. Scupper. So the logs will be hauled in by truck? 

Mr. Extsworrn. Yes. To the mills. 

Mr. Becker. Then how is the work on the stream going to improve 
the value? 

Mr. Extswortu. It furnishes a means of transporting the finished 
product to market or, the logs to market. 

Mr. Brecxer. You mean after the lumber is hauled to the mills 
nearby ? 

Mr. Extswortn. That’s right. 

Mr. Becxer. Then it is put back on the river and shipped as a fin- 
ished product ? 

Mr. Ex.iswortn. That is right. The mills, generally speaking, are 
located within 10 or 15 miles radius of the harbor. They mill the logs 
into lumber or plywood, and bring it to the port and it can then go to 
the markets of the country and the world. But at the present time 
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the only way they can get such finished products out is by a very 
rugged haul on an old highway. 

Mr. Becker. You see, we in Long Island just see the boards. 

Mr. Oaxman. What is the average rainfall on that coastline? 

Mr. Ex.tswortn. I could not give it to you very accurately. I would 
guess in the neighborhood of 50 to 60 inches. 

Mr. Oaxman. There is a pretty rapid growth there; is there not? 

Mr. E.sworrn. Douglas fir has about the same rate of growth 
everywhere. Foresters consider the cutting cycle of Douglas fir to be 
about 100 years. In other words, when the old timber, much of which 
is now 400 years old, and which is deteriorating and has been deterior- 
ating since it was 200 years old—when that is removed in order to allow 
new growth, then the forest is actually in production. After it goes 
into production the growing cycle in Douglas fir is considered to be 
100 years. That is the basis on which the allowable cut is made. 

Mr. Oaxman. I see. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Stewart, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you, sir. 

Mr. Stewart. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF LOREN STEWART, REPRESENTING THE ROGUE 
RIVER HARBOR IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Srewarr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Loren L. Stewart 
of Cottage Grove, Oreg., here representing the Rogue River Harbor 
Improvement Association of Gold Beach, Oreg. I also own an inter- 
est in the Hunter Creek Lumber Co., located near Gold Beach. 

I would like to show you on the map for a moment the location of 
the area. This area bounded in red is Curry County. To locate it 
more clearly in Oregon, this is a map of the State and this is the county. 
It is the southwestern corner of Oregon. 

The benefit area, as outlined by General Itschner, is this black-col- 
ored line almost following the county line. All of the timber in that 
area would be tribuary to Gold Beach, which is here. The mill I spoke 
of that I have an interest in is located on Hunter Creek. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the significance of the green area shown on 
the map? 

Mr. Srewarr. It is owned by the United States Government and 
is under the jurisdiction of the National Forest Service. All of this 
green area is national forest owned. This white area intermingled 
with green here inside and outside the benefit area is what is called 
QO. and C. land that you have no doubt heard of before. It is managed 
ny the Department of the Interior under the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment here. 

The Rogue River traverses this area something like this. The Bu- 
reau of Lend Management has a good many thousands of acres of 
ownership in here. Besides that, this is just the public domain along 
the forest boundary here, which has never been appropriated or pat- 
1 to any private individual. So it*is maintained as public domain 
land. 

There are considerable Indian lands in this area also, which do 
not show in color and which are administered under the Department 
of the Interior by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
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By the way, 66 percent of all the land area in Curry County within 
that line is under Federal ownership. That is 66 percent of it. It is 
practically all timber. Almost 100 percent of it. Curry County, 
gentlemen, is the only county in Oregon that does not have a rail- 
road within its boundaries, and it is also the only coastal county that 
does not have an east-west road connection. Its only transportation 
link with the adjacent area is by Highway No. 101, which runs north 
and south near the coastline. 

You have before you the report of the Army engineers which 
recommends the Rogue River project. The information contained 
therein was based on information and conditions prevailing in 1949. 

We have no complaint with their report, but this is now 1954. The 
present information shows that a much higher benefit-cost ratio exists. 
I refer to page 14, paragraph 12, to their table of timber available as 
compared with the present known facts, which are as follows: In 
their table you will see a total of timber in the benefit area amounting 
to 4,727 million. That is in all ownerships. The present known facts 
on the timber within that area are somewhat different. It has been re- 
cruised in the last 2 or 3 years, and the total is now 9,859 million board- 
feet. This is an increase of over 5 billion board-feet, which is more 
than double the amount that the Army engineers based their figures on. 

I will not take too much of your time, gentlemen, but I would like 
to read this letter from the Forest Service, Mr. Chairman. 


Marca 8, 1954. 
Hon. Harris ELLSworrsH, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. EvitSwortH: This is in reply to your letter of March 3 which re- 
quests information on the significance of development of harbor and port facili- 
ties at Gold Beach, Oreg., to marketing of national forest timber. It is our 
understanding that the harbor facilities proposed for Gold Beach would provide 
a channel of 138 feet in depth. Such channel would make it possible to move 
lumber and other forest products in large barges to California or other parts 
of the west coast. 

The lower portion of the Rogue River drainage where that river cuts through 
the Coast Range and that portion of the western slope of the Coast Range beyond 
the economic range of truck logging to Brookings, Oreg., or Crescent City, Calif., 
to the south, and Bandon or Coos Bay to the north, is an undeveloped island 
in the great expansion of the lumber industry into southwest Oregon and 
northwestern California since the close of the war. Depletion of old-growth 
timber in western Washington and northwest Oregon has resulted in a migration 
of forest products industries from that area into northwest California. There 
is a comparable need and opportunities for forest products industry expansion 
along the Oregon coast in the area centering around Gold Beach. 

Development of the potentialities for timber production in the Gold Beach 
area has not been possible because of lack of transportation facilities to centers 
of distribution and consumption of forest products. For rail shipments lumber 
must be trucked south 143 miles to Arcata, Calif., or north 77 miles to Coquille, 
Oreg. For coastal barge shipment, the closest points to Gold Beach are Bandon, 
59 miles to the north, or Crescent City, Calif., 66 miles to the south. 

National forest timber available for cutting and tributary to Gold Beach is 
approximately 7.5 billion board-feet with an allowable sustained yield cutting 
eapacity of 63 million board-feet annually. The average volume of timber cut 
from this national forest area in the last 10 years has been less than 2 million 
board-feet annually. This lack of development is in sharp contrast to expand- 
ing demands and sharp increases in rate of cut towards allowable cutting 
capacities in practically all other national forest working circles in Oregon and 
Washington. 

Loss of revenue to the United States because of lack of markets for the an- 
nual allowable cut in the Gold Beach vicinity is close to $500,000 annually. 
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Since generally losses from decay, windthrow and other natural causes balance 
growth in mature timber areas, this undercut is lost each year rather than 
being stored for future use. 

Because of the above discussed circumstances, development of harbor and 
port facilities at Gold Beach to permit coastal shipment of forest products by 
barge would materially advance opportunities to market the full sustained yield 
cut from this undeveloped portion of the Siskiyou National Forest. 

Very truly yours, 
Rrowarp BE. McArpie, Chief. 
By Epwakp P. Cuirr. 


Mr. Extswortu. What was that figure given there in dollars of 
loss ? 

Mr. Stewart. A half a million dollars, or $500,000 per year. 

Mr. Ettswortu. It was expressed in dollars? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes,sir. In that particular case. The above volume 
allows the Forest Service to cut 63 million board-feet annually on a 
sustained yield basis. This is in contrast to the then estimated 20 
million board-feet, as shown on page 25, paragraph 57 of the Army 
engineers’ report. 

This increase in the allowable cut in the national forests only, with 
no other benefits, as shown on page 23, paragraph 48 of the report, is 
of such an extent that if you use one-half of the increased benefits it 
would raise the benefit-cost ratio from 1.17 to 1.5. If you used all of 
this timber and moved it over the Rogue River Harbor it would raise 
the benefit-cost ratio to 1.8. Probably a true figure lies between those 
two figures. 

I would also like to refer to a letter from the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, signed by Edward Woozley. 


Maron 4, 1954. 
Hon. Harris ELLSwortsH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. ErtswortH: This has reference to letter of March 8, 1954, 
requesting information on timber tributary to the Gold Beach, Oreg., Harbor. 

The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the management of mature 
or overmature timber estimated at over 200 million board-feet located in an area 
tributary to Gold Beach where the logical and most economical route of trans- 
portation for removal would be via the Rogue River Harbor at Gold Beach. 

At the present time, the log-haui cost from Gold Beach to Coos Bay is about 
$20 per thousand board-feet. Cheap water transportation out of Gold Beach 
could mean a saving to the Government amounting to well over $3 million for the 
difference in cost between hauling the timber to Coos Bay and shipping out of the 
Rogue River Harbor would be reflected in the price paid for the Bureau of Land 
Management timber which cannot be sold at less than the appraised price which 
definitely reflects transportation costs. 

High transportation costs for timber from the Gold Beach area have affected 
the quality of timber-management practices in three ways: (1) The overripe 
timber is not being cut at the allowable rate; (2) utilization standards in the 
woods are relatively low because only the best quality logs will pay the existing 
high transportation costs; and (3) younger and less decadent timber closer to 
Coos Bay is often cut leaving the overripe to become more decadent, because it 
isn’t economically accessible. 

The development of the Rogue River Harbor will substantially increase the 
value of Federal timber in this area, and will increase the quantity of timber 
products that ean be harvested from the public lands on ‘a sustained-yield basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp Wooziey, Director. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Stewart, we do not want to hurry you but are you 
in a position now to submit your written documents and close your 
presentation shortly? I say that because the main project which was 
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listed first was put off until your project could be heard, and it will 
be necessary to speed up as fast as we can go in order to complete these 
projects today. 

Mr. Srewarrt. I would like to present the statement of the Chief of 
the Forest Service as made in his 1953 report regarding the allowable 
cut. 

Also the statements on barging from various areas. 

Also the statement of the Upper Columbia River Towing Co., stat- 
ing that they are using the harbor. 

I would like to present the analysis of the power requirements by 
the Bonneville Power Administration, which shows a tremendous in- 
crease in the area. 

Mr. AnceLL. Those will be received and placed on file. 

Mr. Srewart. Here is one from F. W. Libbey, director of the De- 
partment of Geology and Mineral Industries of the State of Oregon, 
which points out that the area contains strategic minerals, such as 
copper ores, cobalt, manganese, and chromite, as well as nickel, as- 
bestos, vanadium, and other valuable strategic minerals. 

Mr. Anortx. They will be placed on file with the committee also. 

Mr. Stewart. Also the copy of the Bureau of the Budget’s report 
as noted by the general. 

I would like to make at least 1 or 2 comments on that. They men- 
tioned that the population has not been increasing, and I would like 
to present this information and chart on it. 

Curry County is the fastest growing county in the State of Oregon. 
In the last 3 years its population increased by 38.4 percent. 

Mr. Becker. How many people would that be? 

Mr. Srewart. The total number of people as of 1953 in the statisti- 

al report is 8,372. 

\ Mr. Becker. Is that the increase or the total ? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. In the previous 1950 census it was 6,048, and 
it went to 8,372. 

Mr. Becker. The percentage figures do not mean anything. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one question I wanted to ask. In the letter 
from the Bureau of Land Management I think there was a statement 
to the effect that this project would save the Government in transpor- 
tation some $3 million a year. 

Mr. Srewart. No, sir. The Bureau of Land Management letter 
was based on a total. 

Mr. Becker. The statement was that it would save the Government 
some $3 million a year in transportation. 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. That is not exactly what it said. It said 
the saving would be over $3 million on all of the timber. 

Mr. Extsworrn. Not annually. That is the gross savings. 

Mr. Becker. Is not the transportation cost charged to the customer 
or the buyer of timber when it is sold ? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes. 

Mr. Brecker. So how does the Government save it then? It is a 
consumer saving. 

Mr. Sremartr. The Government saves it in the appraisal. The 
timber is worth nothing of there is not a road to it. If there is a road 
to it and it can be gotten to the market then there is a value and the 
Government takes up that value. If you have better transportation 
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the timber becomes more valuable to the Government and it sells at a 
higher price. 

Mr. Becker. That is just a matter of computing something hypo- 
thetical, is it- not? 

Mr. Srewart. No, sir. There is nothing hypothetical about it. It 
is a known fact. 

Mr. Becker. In any industry any cost that is added to the cost of 
the eventual product is paid for by the purchaser or consumer. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. Would it not be the same thing in regard to this? 

Mr. Stewart. Except that the Government gets the benefit of any 
increases. The Government does itself because this money that comes 
in from the purchaser of the timber goes to the Government. It means 
that the timber is more valuable and the Government itself gets more. 

Mr. Macurowicz. It is Government-owned timber. 

Mr. Becker. I understand that, but the cost is usually figured into 
the charge to the consumer. 

Mr. Mack. You said there were 10 billion feet of timber near this 
port development. That would be, valuing it conservatively, be- 
tween $10 and $20 a thousand. So, in other words, there is tributary 
to this port $100 million to $200 million worth of timber. The pro- 
viding of this means of access and means of getting it out merely 
indicates that we are spending from 2 to 4 percent in order to provide 
a highway to move that $100 million to $200 million worth of timber 
out to market. 

Mr. Stewart. That is exactly right. 

The volumes used in the Bureau’s letter are based on ald cruise 
figures, as were the Forest Service previous figures, and without ques- 
tion are low, which in turn makes their minimum estimate of $3 
million low. Again I point out that this figure is not included in the 
Army engineers report. 

At the present time white fir timber, which is a pulp species, is 
submarginal, due to the 100-mile truck haul into Empire, where the 
Coose Bay Pulp Co. have a pulp plant. White fir would immediately 
have a market value if water transportation were available at Gold 
Beach. At the present time, this material is left in the woods to go 
to waste. 

Gentlemen, I wish to make a point here that barges are successful 
and are more economical than using larger vessels in the coastwise 
trade and would therefore use the harbor. Souse Towing Co. are 
now barging lumber from Crescent City, Calif., to the southern Cali- 
fornia markets at the rate of 10 to 12 million feet per month. They 
also barge from Tillamook, Oreg., to California. They barge logs 
from Bandon to Empire, Astoria, and Portland. The Upper Co- 
lumbia River Towing Co. is now barging lumber from Crescent City, 
Bandon, Coos Bay, and Portland. They are starting to bring oil 
and other commodities back from California on the return trip. 

I talked with Colonel Lipscomb, district engineer in Portland for 
Army engineers, before coming here, to ask him what new develop- 
ments may have occurred since the engineers’ report of 1949. His 
answer was to point out how important the barge business was be- 
coming on the west coast. That coastwise shipping by steamer was 
rapidly going out of the picture due to extremely high labor costs. 











582 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Only a few of these vessels are left in the trade and barges were taking 
over. They can use the 13-foot channel under consideration for the 
Rogue River. 

The next point I wish to make is that the Bonnevillé Power Ad- 
ministration has bet $5 million on the future economic prosperity of 
Curry County. They have completed a 110-kilovolt line into Gold 
Beach from Coos Bay with a 66-kilovolt line on into Brookings, 37 
miles south. This line brings with it ample power for industrial 
development. Their load demands are already above their estimates. 

This Bonneville report was issued in January 1953. You can see 
that their economic outlook for this area is much brighter than that 
made in 1949. 

The next point I want to make is the mineral resource potential of 
the area tributary to the proposed development. The geology of the 
area lends itself to prospective valuable ore deposits. Without ade- 
quate transportation there is no chance of development. The ores 
found to date are complex and cannot be treated by any known 
means other than smelting. With barge service available, the ores 
could be concentrated locally and then barged to existing smelters at 
Tacoma, Wash., or Pittsburg, Calif., for final reduction. 

I would like to bring you up to date on Curry County’s population 
growth from census reports. 


TG is id dant sceneentibonaate i aia ceili sors ree aniasceeegeunncncneien 4, 301 
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1 Estimated by Oregon State Bureau of Health. 

Curry County is the fastest growing county in Oregon, with a 38- 
percent increase since 1950. 

The advantage of the port for a fishing fleet should not be over- 
looked, as well as a port of refuge. The Army engineers in their 
report estimated 40 fi les boats would use the port facilities. This is 
probably conservative at the present with the immense population 
on the west coast. Some excellent fishing grounds are located just off 
Rogue River and to the north. 

Paul L. Patterson, Governor of Oregon, has personally endorsed 
this project in a letter to Congressman Angell. 

In summary, I would like to emphasize the following: 

1. The tremendous stake that the United States has in Curry County 
in the form of timber that has yet to be developed for the economic 
well-being of the Nation. 

2, The investment already made by Bonneville on the premise that 
the potential was there. 

The potential development of strategic metals with the advent 
of cheap transportation, 

The record of past growth of the county, both population and 
industriel 

Gentlemen, the people of Curry County need the proposed develop- 
ment; the State of Oregon needs it for its expanding population 
and work force; and the United States needs it for the direct and 
indirect benefits from development of forests and other natural 
resources, 

Mr. Anceti. Have you completed your statement? 
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Mr. Srewarr. I have another thing that I would like to put in the 
record. 

Mr. Neat. I might ask one other question. 

Mr. Anceux. Allright. Dr. Neal. 

Mr. Neav. Assuming that this port is opened, and assuming, too, 
that that increases the value of the federally owned timber, then 
will it not be assumed, also, that in order to complete this thing 
access roads will probably have to be built with Government help? 

Mr. Srewarr. No, sir. Access roads in this particular area built 
by the Government will not be necessary; that is, Government access 
roads. The roads will be built by the operators who purchase the 
Government timber in this area, in most cases, and will be charged 
to the stumpage. In other words, there will be no access-road money, 
as you call it, that is required in that area. ; 

Mr. Anoewy. Is there anything further, Mr. Stewart? 

Mr. Stewart. There is one other thing. First, I would like to put 
in this editorial from the Curry County Reporter, which is the Gold 
Beach paper, in the record. 

Mr. Ancett. That may be received for the record. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 


{From the Curry County Reporter, February 25, 1954] 


Ler’s Use THE OCEAN 


Plans for the proposed harbor at the mouth of the Rogue are essentially simple. 
Construction, aside from dock facilities, will consist of twin jetties 700 feet apart 
stretching from the jaws of the Rogue out more than 1,000 feet into the ocean. 
Between these petties it is planned to dredge a channel 13 feet deep at mean low 
tide and to hollow out a turning basin of the same depth, below the bridge. 

The harbor is designed primarily for barge traffic and for light fishing vessels. 
Its purpose, when and if completed, will be to allow logs and lumber to move 
freely and cheaply, diminishing in large measure the transportation differential 
which has kept us from harvesting ripe timber. With competitive freight rates, 
lumber and pulp mills might well develop in Central Curry, bringing to the 
county further industry so sorely needed. 

Development of the mineral resources of the county has been retarded from 
the same difficulty—i. e., transportation. Red Flats, areas in the Chetco region, 
and further up the Rogue, are rich in many varieties of minerals, but up to now 
it has not been profitable to mine them because they are not found in a con- 
centrated form and therefore transportation costs are too high. A harbor in 
Gold Beach might, conceivably, open up whole new fields of wealth from the 
marketing of our mineral resources. 

The plans of the Army engineers for the harbor mention again and again the 
benefits which the proposed improvements would bring to the fishing and tourist 
trade. Safe passage in and out of the jaws of the Rogue would open up a whole 
new tourist attraction—that of deep sea fishing, which has brought such pros- 
perity to Winchester Bay. Instead of a narrow, dangerous stretch between the 
jaws for boats to line up during fall fishing, there would be room for many more 
boats, besides a long area of jetty for shore casters. 

The harbor bill has a long way to go still before passage. Following the 
House subcommittee hearings the measure will, if reported out of committee, 
have to be voted on favorably by the entire House. The same procedure—first 
committee hearings and vote, then approval by the entire body—will be necessary 
in the Senate. Even after passage by both Houses, the harbor cannot become 
a reality until funds are appropriated for it. 

The reactivated Rouge River Harbor Improvement Association—your harbor 
committee—is doing everything possible to push passage of the legislation. The 
chief expense of the undertaking has already been met. What the association 
needs now—and needs badly—is the support of every individual in the Gold 
Beach area and in the county to assist it in preparing further necessary informa- 
tion for the committees and, more important, to assure the Congress that this 
area is 100 percent behind the harbor. 
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Every interested individual and every organization is urged to send a wire 
before March 4, urging passage of the harbor. Wires should be addressed to 
Representative Homer Angell, chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. The wire should stress the eco- 
nomic benefits of the harbor to this area, 

If you want a harbor, get behind it now. 


Mr. Ance.u. That completes this project, does it not, Congressman 
Ellsworth? 

Mr. Exiswortn. That is right. 

Mr. Anorni. I have a letter addressed to me under date of February 
97, 1954, from the Honorable Paul L. Patterson, Governor of the 
State of Oregon, with reference to the Gold Beach project, in which 
he very highly recommends it. I ask, without objection, that that 
be placed in the record, as well as a letter from Russel V. Lee, dated 
February 26, 1954, with reference to the Gold Beach project. With- 
out objection, that will also be included. 

I have a telegram addressed to me under date of March 4, from the 
chamber of commerce at Gold Beach, recommending that project. 
I will ask that that be inserted in the record also on the Gold Beach 
project. 

I also have a telegram on the Rogue River project from the L. Pierce 
Co. at Coos Bay, Oreg., and a telegram regarding this Gold Beach 
project addressed to me as chairman under date of February 26 from 
the mayor and common council of Gold Beach. I ask that they also 
be inserted in the record. 

Without objection, all of these documents will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


STATE OF OREGON, 
Salem, February 27, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. ANGELL: It has been brought to my attention that there is now pend- 
ing before your subcommittee the matter of authorizing the improvement of the 
harbor of the Rogue River at Gold Beach, Oreg., pursuant to the records of the 
United States Army engineers. 

This is an important matter to the people of Oregon as a whole, and vital to 
the economic development of that area of the State. Permit me, briefly, to 
direct your attention to certain basic facts: 

1. There is no railroad within 80 miles of Gold Beach. 

2. Rugged mountain roads extend both north and south, making highway 
transportation very costly, and there is no road eastward at all. 

3. Gold Beach is one of the great forest areas of the Nation. This is largely 
untapped because of transportation costs. The National Forest Service alone 
has sufficient timber to permit an annual cut on a sustained yield basis of 55 
million board-feet. Yet, because of transportation costs none of this has been 
offered for sale. In addition, there are very large private holdings of timber 
almost entirely unharvested for the same reason. 

4. Substantial deposits of cobalt, chrome, and nickel are located within the 
area, but cannot be developed because of prohibited transportation costs. 

5. Curry County, of which Gold Beach is the county seat, has shown the 
largest population growth since 1950 in Oregon. Lack of economic transporta- 
tion greatly handicaps its further development. A harbor adequate for barging 
and shipping, for example, would make available to mills in the Portland and 
Columbia River area a log supply, the lack of which, as you know, has caused 
mill after mill in that area to shut down. 

The State of Oregon would be happy to furnish any data which may be of 
assistance to your committee. I regard this project of paramount importance in 
the long-range development of Oregon and earnestly solicit its favorable con- 
sideration by the Congress. 

Very truly yours, 


Paut L, Patrerson, Governor. 
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Pato ALTO CLINIC, 


Palo Alto, Calif., February 26, 1954. 
‘The OHAIRMAN, 


House of Representatives, 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: I am writing you in regard to the proposal to make a harbor at 
Gold Beach, Oreg., at the mouth of the Rogue River. 

This is a completely unnecessary and useless harbor involving an expenditure 
of the public money for the benefit of a few local people and serving no possible 
useful commercial purpose. The real damage, however, is not the loss of money 
but irretrievable damage that would be done to one of the most magnificent 
recreational streams in the whole United States. The Rogue River is almost 
unique and there are few enough of these streams left. It should not be 
degraded and commercialized by a river-and-harbor project of this kind. 

I am writing you to protest against any appropriation for this harbor. It not 
only is useless but will damage the river in a way that will never be retrieved. 

Sincerely, 
Russev V. Ler, M. D. 





Gop BeacH, Ores., February 26, 1954. 
Hon. HoMerR ANGELL, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


We earnestly request that you support our efforts to secure harbor for Gold 
Beach at hearing next Monday. Population is increasing faster here than in 
any undeveloped part of America. We have no railroads or transportation 
facilities except trucking. A harbor is a must for all of us. 

Dr. W. R. CARTWRIGHT, 
Mayor and the Common Council of Gold Beach. 





Coos Bay, Orgc., February 25, 1954. 
Hon. HoMer ANGELL, 


Chairman, House Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors on Public Works, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge favorable consideration by your committee of appropriation for improve- 
ment of the Rogue River Harbor. 
Au Prerce Co. 





Gotp Breacu, Orec., March 4, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Chamber of Commerce of Wedderburn and Gold Beach urges favorable action 
upon the bill for construction of the Rogue River Harbor. Our interests as 
timber sellers, lumber manufacturers, and tourist resort owners, and as residents 
of Curry County can best be served by adoption of this measure. 


Br. FULLER, 
Secretary, Chamber of Commerce. 


Umpeua Harpor AnD River, ScHoitFrenD River At Reepsport, Ore. 


Mr. Ancett. There is one other project, and I will ask your indul- 
gence on it, Congressman Ellsworth, because we have taken more time 
than we anticipated on this one. That is the Umpqua Harbor and 
River, Scholfield River at Reedsport, Oreg. 

General Itschner, may we have your report on this project ? 

General Irscuner. This report is on the Umpqua Harbor and River, 
Scholfield River at Reedsport, Oreg. 
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This is a review report on the Umpqua Harbor and River, Oreg., 
with particular reference to providing improvements at and in the 
vicinity of the confluence of the Scholfield River and the Umpqua 
River requested by a resolution of the Committee on Public Works of 
the United States Senate, adopted on March 4, 1947. The report is 
published in Senate Document No. 133 of the 81st Congress, 2d 
Session. 

The Umpqua River flows into the Pacific Ocean 178 miles south 
of the mouth of the Columbia River, and 22 miles north of Coos Bay. 

The population of Reedsport in 1950 was about 2,300 people. It 
is dependent almost entirely on the lumber industry for its support. 

In the area tributary to Reedsport on the Umpqua River there are 
estimated to be 35 billion feet of timber. 

There is no existing project in the part of the harbor that we are 
concerned with today, that is, in the Scholfield River. There is a 
project on the Umpqua River itself. 

The Scholfield River flows into the Umpqua River 11 miles from 
the Pacific Ocean. On the Scholfield River at the present time there 
is an annual commerce of about 180,000 tons of logs which are hauled 
by towboats having a draft of 4 to 6 feet. On the Umpqua River 
there is a much large tonnage of about 694,000 tons in 1951 of which 
a part is handled by ocean-going vessels. 

The purpose of the proposed project on the Scholfield River is to 
provide a 12-foot chanel from the mouth of the Umpqua River up- 
stream to a sawmill located at the upper end of Reedsport. There is 
also a small-boat facility in the area about 1,000 feet downstream 
from the sawmill. There is another sawmill which I will mention 
later in this area near the mouth of the Scholfield River, where it 
flows into the Umpqua River. 

The total cost of this project is very small. To the Government 
it is $41,000 and there is a $10,000 voluntary local contribution by the 
sawmill that owns the property at the confluence of the Scholfield 
and Umpqua Rivers, because the fill used from the dredging will be 
used to fill their property. The total cost is $51,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 2.0 to 1. 

The cost of annual maintenance for dredging alone after this 
project is constructed is estimated to be $7,000 per year. The Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the State of Oregon concurred in the project 
and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection. 

Mr. Mack. A considerable amount of adjacent timber is federally 
owned, is it not? 

General Irscuner. A very large amount is federallly owned. I 
can give you that amount. 

Mr. Mack. You can supply it for the record, General. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

The publicly owned timber in the area tributary to Umpqua River port amounts 
to about 17,500,000,000 board-feet. 

Mr. Anoetu. Are there any further questions of General Itschner? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGELL. Have you concluded, General ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macnurowricz. What is the benefit ratio? 

General Irscuner. 2.0 to 1. 
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Mr. Ancetx. I did not get the Federal cost of this project. 

General Irscuner. It is $41,000. The local cost was $10,000, for 
a total of $51,000. 

Mr. AnGce.L, And the annual maintenance ? 

General Irscuner. $7,000. 

Mr. Ancemt. If there are no further questions, we thank you, 
General. 

Congressman Ellsworth, the committee would be glad to hear 
you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRIS ELLSWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON—Resumed 


Mr. Exiswortu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
General Itschner stated, this is a very small project and an improve- 
ment project, the basis for which and the great need for which is due 
to the fact that in the area of the Scholfield River watershed there 
is a considerable volume of timber which has blown down and become 
bug infested, and which must be removed within a matter of a very 
few years, or else it must be lost forever. 

I would like to present to the committee the vice president of the 
port of Umpqua, who is here, and who has come out here from Reeds- 
port, Oreg., to testify before the committee. He is Mr. Howard Hins- 
dale, who will give you some additional facts briefly for the record. 

Mr. Ancexi. Mr. Hinsdale, we will be very happy to hear you, sir, 
and we trust you will make your statement as brief as possible under 
the circumstances. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD HINSDALE, CHAIRMAN OF THE PORT 
COMMISSION, PORT OF UMPQUA, REEDSPORT, OREG. 


Mr. Hrnspauez. I will make my statement very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

This project has a benefit-cost ratio of 2 to 1. That is based on 
the tonnage that goes in and out of Scholfield per year. The Federal 
Government is currently spending $5 million in this Smith River area 
to open up the area and make ee the salvage of approximately 
5 billion feet of bug-killed, fire-killed, and blown-down timber. That 
timber will be marketed on the Umpqua River in the 4 sawmills that 
are currently in operation there, 2 of which are on the Scholfield 
River—1 here and 1 there. In order to sell that timber as fast as 
possible it’ will be necessary for the sawmills on the Scholfield River 
to double their production, which will mean twice the tonnage in and 
twice the tonnage out on the Scholfield River. That will apply at. 
least for the next 5 years. 

Based on that alone, you will have a benefit-cost ratio of 4 to 1, 
because you will have double the tonnage here. 

That is the only thing I have to add. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancety. Thank you, sir. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Ex.isworru. May I ask permission that Mr. Hinsdale’s written 
statement, which is short, be submitted for the record and incorporated 
in it? 
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Mr. Ancevu. It may be received and included in the record, with- 
out objection, as part of his testimony. 
(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


Port or UMpqua ComMMISSION, 
Reedsport, Oreg., February 27, 1954. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House of Representatives, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Homer Angell, chairman.) 


GENTLEMEN : I introduce myself as delegate of Port of Umpqua Commission of 
Western Douglas County, Oreg., here to elicit the inclusion of the Scholfield 
River Umpqua Harbor project in your pending omnibus bill. 

This Scholfield project received favorable recommendation in House Docu- 
ment No. 133, 81st Congress, 2d session, as of February 1950, which printing was 
a report of a review in 1948 of the Umpqua Harbor and River Report with par- 
ticular reference to providing an auxiliary channel in Scholfield River 12 feet 
deep mean lower low water, 100 feet wide, from its confluence with Umpqua 
River to a point 2 miles upstream, entailing a widening of the river entrance 
to 300 feet, all for an initial cost of $51,000, and annual maintenance of $7,000. 
Local interests were to contribute $10,000 and provide disposal areas, and hold 
harmless the United States from possible damage resulting from the im- 
provement, 

Conditions and factors contained in this report of 1950 have continued un- 
changed and are presently applicable, saving the following favorable exceptions: 

(a) In their report of 1950 the Army engineers estimated the annual bene- 
fits of the project at $15,000, at an estimated annual cost of $9,040, for a ratio 
of benefit to cost of 1.66 to 1.00. 

(b) 1953 reappraisal by Portland District of Engineers indicated an annual 
benefit of $18,000 at a cost of $9,040, for a ratio of benefits to cost of 2 to 1. 

(c) The Port of Umpqua has reappraised the approved Scholfield project, 
using port statistics of 1953, and has estimated a commerce savings of $0.066 per 
ton on the present annual log tonnage of 175,000 tons, and a $0.50 per ton savings 
on lumber tonnage of 20,000 tons, for an annual benefit. of $21,500. Allowing.an 
estimated 10 percent cost increase, we would have an annual cost of $10,000 
and yet have a benefit to cost ratio of 2.15 to 1.00. 

This increase in annual benefit from $15,000 to $21,500 is due to a raise in cost 
of tugboat operation from $9 to present $15, together with the fact that lumber 
is now transported by oceangoing barges towed by large tugs operating directly 
from Umpqua Harbor to California ports. 

My port commission believes that ocean barges now under contract, moving 
lumber directly from Reedsport Lumber Co. mill, situated at head of proposed 
Scholfield Channel, will alone create an annual savings of $30,000. This is based 
on the fact that in 1953 this company shipped 13 million feet of lumber over 
the port dock, which is 1 mile distant from its mill, thereby incurring an addi- 
tional cost of $2.60 per thousand for trucking and handling, for a total expendi- 
ture of $33,800, the majority of which will be eliminated if the Scholfield project 
was enacted. 

The report of the Army engineers, which I have previously mentioned, relied 
upon the 1940 census which gave 1,420 as the population of Reedsport. The 
Reedsport population has increased this figure 100 percent, with result of creat- 
ing an acute shortage of suitable area for residential housing. To alleviate 
this condition, BE. K. Wood Lumber Co. has withdrawn its previous offer to con- 
tribute $10,000 toward the financing of the Scholfield project. This withdrawal 
was made in favor of the city of Reedsport, so as to allow the city to acquire 
the dredgings from the Scholfield improvement and thus make possible the filling 
of 20 acres of wasteland bordering the river, to a depth of 8 feet, thereby creat- 
ing 150 homesites. These dwellings in turn will increase the assessed valuation 
of the city an estimated quarter of a million dollars. 

The Bureau of Publie Roads is now in the midst of a $9 million timber access 
road program, to reach bug-infested, windblown, and fire-killed timber. In 
order to salvage this timber as rapidly as possible, so as to keep decay at a 
minimum, it will be necessary for all mills in the Umpqua River area to double 
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‘their production, which in turn will mean that the tonnage, both in and out of 


the Scholfield River, will likewise be doubled, so that the annual benefit from 
the proposed Scholfield project will become $43,000, thereby increasing the bene- 
fit to cost ratio to 4.30 to 1.00. 


Respectfully submitted, 
By Port or Umpqua CoMMISSION, 
O. H. Hrnspare, Vice President. 





Crry or REEDSPORT, 
Reedsport, Oreg., February 27, 1954. 


(CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 


House of Representatives, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. ° 
(Attention: Homer Angell, Chairman.) 

GENTLEMEN: This is to assure you that the city of Reedsport, realizing the 
potential benefits to be derived from the disposal of Scholfield River dredgings 
upon 20 acres of adjacent wasteland, will readily contribute to the extent of 
$10,000 toward the first cost of the proposed auxiliary channel in the Scholfield 
River. 

It is contemplated that sufficient dredgings will be made available through 
this project so as to create homesites for 150 families on land now owned by 
the city, and thereby our acute housing shortage, due to our phenomenal growth, 
will be alleviated considerably. 

Any city funds so contributed will necessarily have to be budgeted. Hence the 
city will require sufficient advance notice so as to budget accordingly. 

Very truly yours, 
City oF REEDSPORT, 
By Tom Liuteso, Mayor. 


Mr. Ancety. Are there any further witnesses on this project? 

Mr. Exitswortu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee. We have no further witnesses on this project, 
and those are the two projects that are in the Fourth Congressional 
District of Oregon, which is my district. 

Again I thank you very much for the courtesy which you have 
shown me and our witnesses. 

Mr. Ancett. If there is nothing further on this proj 
proceed with the next project which is listed for hearing th 


ect we will 
lis morning. 


Cotumstia River at THE Mourn, Orrcon AND WASHINGTON 


Mr. Anceti. The next project we have listed is the Columbia River 
at the mouth in Oregon and Washington, House Document No. 249 of 
the 83d Congress. 

May I say that we have a distinguished delegation of citizens here 
from that area, some of them from my own home district, who have 
come 3,000 miles to testify on this project, which indicates the impor- 
tance of it to that area. It is located in the district of our colleague 
from Oregon, Representative Norblad, who is present and who knows 
a great deal about it. Later I will ask him to introduce the witnesses. 

This project is also covered by two bills which were introduced, one 
by myself, H. R. 7276, and the other, H. R. 7524, by our colleague, 
Congressman Mack, of Washington. 

Without objection, I will ask that the bills be extended in the record 
at this point. 
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(H. R. 7276 and H. R. 7524 are as follows:) 


[H. R. 7276, 88d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the modification of the project for Columbia River at the mouth, 
Oregon and Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the existing project for the improvement 
of the Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington, is hereby modified 
in accordance with plans and subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document 249, Eighty-third Congress. 

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be required 
for the completion and maintenance of the improvement herein authorized. 


[H. R. 7524, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the modification of the project for Columbia River at the mouth, 
Oregon and Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the existing project for the improvement 
of the Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington, is hereby modified 
in accordance with plans and subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document 249, Eighty-third Congress. 

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be required 
for the completion and maintenance of the improvement herein authorized. 


Mr. Norstap. We might also say that half of the project is in Mr. 
Mack’s district. 

Mr. Aneei. That is true. 

My colleagues, I crave your indulgence to discuss this project before 
the committee designated as the Columbia River at its mouth, House 
Document 249, 83d Congress, because it is of vital importance not 


alone to my district and the State of Oregon, but to the entire Pacific 
Northwest, a vast area. It comprises what was known in pioneer 
days as the Oregon country which comprised what is now Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, and parts of Montana, Wyoming, and Nevada 
and portions of what is now Canada. It is the drainage basin of the 
Columbia River and its tributaries. 

The Columbia River is the second largest river in the United States 
in water volume and the largest in potential hydroelectric power. It 
and its tributaries drains this enormous area I have just described and 
affords water transportation from the Pacific Ocean over 400 miles 
into central Idaho. It holds the key for the development and the 
prosperity of this entire region. 

In order to utilize this great waterway it is essential to keep all 
obstructions to navigation removed and one of the greatest of these 
is the bar at the mouth of the Columbia River which, under present 
conditions, is such a hazard as to restrict the use of this great water- 
way and to keep many large transoceanic vessels out of the river, and 
furthermore numerous sinkings and wrecks have taken place by reason 
of the treacherous condition of the bar. This will be adequately ex- 
plained to you by bar pilots and others who are familiar with the 
problem and the technical details, 

This project merely calls for dredging out the bottom of the Colum- 
bia River Channel to a depth of 48 feet and also the construction of a 
jetty which would keep the waters of the Columbia in the main chan- 
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nel, prevent hazards of navigation and lower the cost of maintenance 
by providing natural scouring of the channel bottom. 

The project has the approval of the Army engineers and every one 
familiar with it, and would result in major savings and promote the 
economy of this large region. 

In order to bring to your attention the need for the development and 
full use of the Columbia River I want to give you some details of the 
Pacific Northwest area which depends upon this waterway for its 
water transportation. 

Mother earth, enriched with abundant lifegiving water and an equi- 
table climate is God’s greatest gift to mankind’s welfare and happi- 
ness. The Pacific Northwest is blessed with these, all from which 
hardy pioneers have builded a great industrial and agricultural em- 
pire. America’s economy and progress in becoming the greatest na- 
tion on earth stems from America’s immense natural resources and her 
skill, industry, and know-how in the growing of foods and fibers and 
the production of machines, tools, goods, and services for human 
needs and welfare, not only for our own people but for our free-world 
neighbors in times of great crises and stress. 

The Pacific Northwest has made an outstanding contribution to 
this achievement. It is of this past contribution as well as what the 
future holds in store that I am directing these remarks since the people 
of my congressional district, a part of this great region, have com- 
missioned me to represent them in the Congress of the United States. 

The Third Congressional District of Oregon, which I am privileged 
to represent, borders on the Columbia River and is in a strategic posi- 
tion in this great area, the Columbia River Basin. Truly the Pacific 
Northwest stands at the threshold of a coordinated regional develop- 
ment. The development and full utilization of the Columbia Basin’s 
natural resources are the keys to the economy of Oregon and the Pa- 
cific Northwest. Fortunately the money invested in the development 
of these huge hydroelectric projects is a sound investment for the 
United States. The payout is ahead of schedule on the Bonneville 
project in my district and long before the amortization period expires 
the Federal Government will have received back the full cost with 
interest, upkeep, and maintenance. 

The Pacific Northwest is a rich and growing region; it has immense 
natural resources of forests, agricultural and grazing land, water sup- 
ply, minerals, fish and wildlife, scenic and recreational areas. With 
about 9 percent of the Nation’s land area and 3 percent of the people, 
the Pacific Northwest has 40 percent of all merchantable timber, 20 
percent of all irrigated acreage, 4 percent of all cropland, 20 percent of 
all develaped water power, 40 percent of all potential hydroelectric 
power, 60 percent of all phosphate rock; large deposits of lead, zinc, 
silver, copper, and other minerals; 4,680,000 péople in April 1950—a 
gain of one-third over 1940. Later in my remarks I will endeavor to 
diseuss more in detail these resources and natural advantages of the 
Pacific Northwest region. The basic region deficiencies are oil, gas, and 
coal. To overcome these deficiencies it is imperative that we develop 
the immense pool of hydroelectric power with which we are blessed, 
with almost one-half of the available United States potential supply. 
Only some 11 percent has been developed thus far. 










































592 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


The Columbia River Basin is one of the greatest natural sources of 
water and power resources not only in America but anywhere in the: 
civilized world. By reason of the large drainage basin it covers, the 
river’s flow is to a large extent continuous through most of the year, re- 
sulting in an unusual percentage of firm power in hydroelectric proj- 
ects. This is an exceptionally valuable asset to large industries which 
need continuous firm power to maintain plant operation. 

The growth of power requirement in the Northwest is the result of 
an extremely rapid growth in population coupled with expansion in 
electrification of farms, businesses, and industries in the area. In 
population growth, the Pacific Northwest has far outstripped the 
United States asa whole. In the period between 1940 to 1950 which is 
the major development period of the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, the population of the State increased almost 50 percent. Besides 
having a population increase, more electricity than ever before is being 
used by all classes of customers. Farm, business, and industrial en- 
terprises are rapidly finding new uses for power, and home consump- 
tion is steadily increasing. 

While the hydroelectric power potential of the Columbia River and 
its tributaries, the greatest in the United States, is of immense value 
to the entire region and to the Nation, nevertheless this great water- 
way with its continuous flow of a huge volume of water available down 
through the centuries for navigation, reclamation, domestic, and in- 
dustrial use, is of greater value and is one of the greatest assets that is 
possessed by any area anywhere in the world. 

The Columbia River from its source in Canada down through the 
great hinterland lying between the Pacific Ocean and the Continental 
Divide is a natural outlet for the commerce of this great region. The 
water-level haul from the Pacific Ocean through the Columbia River 
and Snake River Gorge to Lewiston in central Idaho serves an area 
equal to an empire in scope. On the bosom of this great, river the 
Heavily laden barges move to and fro from the ocean as far as the 
river has already been developed’ for transportation. The United 
States Corps of Engineers’ Report 308, approved by the Congress, 
covers a comprehensive plan for the full development of this great 
river basin and when the projects there listed and approved have been 
fully constructed transportation on this great river will be provided 
from the Pacific Ocean to Lewiston, Idaho. 

There are some 18 port districts now formed on the Columbia 
River from its mouth to its confluence with the Snake. The Snake 
River is the most important tributary of the Columbia and with its 
great gorge, the deepest in the United States, it presents ideal condi- 
tions for the construction of dams, storage lakes, and hydroelectric 
power projects as well as providing river transportation. The dams 
on the Brake will not only provide navigation, flood control, reclama- 
tion, and the generation of hydroelectric power at the dam sites but 
will provide an immense storage basin for preventing floods and also 
for storing water to increase the generating capacity of the many 
hydroelectric installations downstream on the Columbia. 

Probably more than any other section of the United States, the 
Northwest is a geographic and economic unit. The physical base of 
this unit has several ingredients. Chief among these are, first, the 
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proximity of the great North Pacific Ocean, probably the most copious 
source of moisture supply in the world; second, the natural pattern of 
great airmass movements which sweep over the vast Pacific Ocean 
surface absorbing great loads of moisture and then continue their 
movement in over the land surfaces of the great Northwest ; and, third, 
the mountainous topography of the Northwest which provides an 
ideal mechanism for extracting unusually large portions of this load 
of moisture as precipitation in the form of both rain and snow. 

There are thus three broad zones of heavy precipitation in the exten- 
sive area comprising Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and the western 
parts of Montana and matching adjacent areas in Canada. These 
unique natural resources provide the Northwest with the largest sup- 
plies of manageable water of any section of this great country. 

It is these unusual water supplies which give direction and special 
character to the entire economic life of the area, including navigation 
on the Columbia River. Large areas, especially the higher elevations, 
receive such generous amounts of precipitation that trees of many 
varieties grow to great size to provide the most concentrated and 
favorable timber resources of the entire country. Beyond this there 
are such extensive surpluses of water as to make one of the Nation’s 
greatest rivers. This great river, the Columbia, carrying, as it does, 
more than one-tenth of all the surface runoff of the entire country, 
provides amply for all developed and potential irrigation needs, all 
possible uses by industry, and the greatest block of developed and 
undeveloped hydroelectric energy in the country. The spreading 
pattern of the Columbia and the enormous volume of water moving 
through it, gives unity to the area and a gigantic resource which for 
its most effective use challenges the ingenuity of the region’s rapidly 
growing population. 

One of the most outstanding results of the pattern of widespread 
heavy precipitation over the Northwest is the prominent position of 
the area in the Nation’s timber resources. While the Northwest 
accounts for only 9 percent of the total land area of the United States 
and 3 percent of the country’s population it has 40 percent of the total 
volume of saw timber on commercial forest lands of the United States 
and 70 percent of the Nation’s virgin timber stands. 

From these forest lands the Northwest, in 1952, provided 2,329,093 
thousands of board-feet of timber which was 52.7 percent of the total 
timber harvested in the entire country. This tremendous volume of 
timber served as raw material in numerous processing and fabricating 
plants which prepared a wide variety of useful products for local, na- 
tional, and international markets. 

With each passing year it is more plainly evident that the most 
dynamic influence on the economy of the Northwest is coming from 
the harnessing of the great power potentials of its large and numerous 
streams. The Columbia River and its tributaries carry an amount of 
water which represents approximately one-fourth of the annual run- 
off of the major power streams of the country. When fully developed 
this great river alone can provide approximately 30 percent of the 
hydroelectric power generation of the entire country. When other 
streams of the Northwest are added the total is in excess of 40 percent. 
As of January 1, 1953, only 11.6 percent of this total capacity had been 
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utilized through operating plants. Projects now under construction 
or authorized will bring this total to near 15 percent of the potential. 

But this partial harnessing of the great power resources has been 
sufficient to literally electrify or energize the economic life of the 
Northwest and to demonstrate the essentials of future plans for logical 
and orderly develomment. 

Not only are the installed capacities and undeveloped potentials 
impressive when compared with the country as a whole, but the low 
costs of power generation make this the area of lowest power prices 
in the United States. 

The benefits of this low-cost hydropower have been made widely 
available to the domestic consumers of the Northwest and a matching 
low level of rates has been provided for industry. This has had great 
significance in the Nation’s war and postwar defense program. 

Large heavy-power consuming industries have grown rapidly to 
transform the Northwest from a position of little importance in- 
dustrially to the strategic center of some of the Nation’s most strategic 
and fastest growing industries. 

With the large block of low-cost power available from the Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville and other projects soon to come into produc- 
tion, large new plants for alumina reduction and aluminum ean 
tion brought the Northwest in the brief period between 1940 and 1945, 
to the No. 1 position in the Nation. 

The Northwest’s position in the field of mineral resources, while 
not as unique as in timber, and the generation-of electricity, is never- 
theless important, and there is a substantial base for future growth 
in a number of important developments. 

Of outstanding importance, both in the beginnings that have been 
made and in the undeveloped potentials, are the series of industries 
that can be developed on the basis of the enormous deposits of high- 
grade phosphate rock available within the basin and contiguous areas 
around its rim. These reserves constitute nearly 85 percent of the 
country’s total and approximately half of the total for the entire world. 

Here, again, the continued development of the region’s great power 
potential and Columbia River low-cost transportation to ocean ports 
will provide an ideal setting for this rapidly growing industry, where 
technological progress is rapidly bringing the electric furnace with 
very large power demands to the fore as a means of preparing the 
rock for both its chemical and fertilizer uses. 

Theodore Roosevelt as President of the United States in 1908 made 
a great contribution in this program for the conservation, develop- 
ment, and full utilization of the natural resources of this great Nation 
and particularly the forests, water, and soil of the Far West. He said: 

Each river system from its headwaters in the forest to its mouth on the 
coast is a single unit and should be treated as such. 

Running water is a most valuable natural asset for the people, and there is 
urgent need for conserving it for navigation, for power, for irrigation, and for 
domestic and municipal supply. 

The improvement of our inland waterways can be and should be made to pay 
for itself as far as practicable from the incidental proceeds from waterpower 
and other uses. Navigation should, of course, be free. But the greatest return 
will come from the increased commerce, growth, and prosperity of our people. 
For this we have already waited too long. Adequate funds should be provided, 


by bond issue if necessary, and the work should be delayed no longer. The de- 
velopment of our waterways and the conservation of our forests are the two most 
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pressing physical needs of the country. They are interdependent, and they 
should be met vigorously, together, and at once. 
There is urgent need for prompt and decisive action. 


President Theodore Roosevelt in pleading this cause for the con- 
servation and development of America’s natural resources was only 
following the sage advice of another great American statesman of 
long ago, Daniel Webster, whose words are chiseled in the plaque over 
the ‘Spe: aker’s rostrum in the House of Representatives : 

Let us develop the resources of our land, call forth its powers, promote all its 

reat interests and see whether we also in our day and generation may not per- 
form something worthy to be remembered. 

As in the days of Theodore Roosevelt there was need, as he said, 
for prompt and decisive action in the conservation and development 
of these great natural resources, so today, we, in our time and genera- 
tion will be derelict in our duty and shortsighted in our vision if we 
fail to provide the necessary funds and legislation needed to conserve 
and protect to the full these great natural resources which belong to 
all the people and which are ‘being wasted and depleted. U nless we 
make possible the full use of our water, forests, soil, and hydroelectric 
power we will be unable to meet the heavy demands upon our economy 
and to provide for our own people the high standard of living they 
now enjoy, and at the same time to perform our full part in maintain- 
ing a peaceful and stable world. 

My colleagues, we in the Columbia River area are in dire need of 
the development of this great waterway in order to protect the 
economy of a great region. Without the full use of the Columbia 
River for navigation the development of this important region will 
be held back and stunted in its growth. The deepening of the channel 
over the bar at the mouth of the Columbia is an urgent and necessary 
project and I trust it will receive not only the approval of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works but of the Congress, and the President as 
well. 

General Itschner, we will be glad to hear you now with your report 
on this project. 

General Irscuner. I would like to present for your consideration 
the report on the ¢ ‘olumbia River at the mouth, Oregon and W: ashing- 
ton. 

This is a review of reports on the Columbia River at the mouth, 
Oregon and Washington, requested by resolutions of the Committee 
on Public Works, House of Representatives, adopted on August 6, 
1948, and June 7, 1952, and of the Committee on Public Works, United 
States Senate, adopted on August 4, 1948. 

The report as published is House Document 249, 83d Congress, 
session, 

The Columbia River is one of the world’s large rivers and is of 
tremendous current and potential value to the United States. It is 
the largest river flowing into the Pacific in the United States. Nor- 
mally the stream is quite clear, but in times of flood it carries a con- 
siderable amount of sediment in suspension, and furthermore it has a 
very heavy bed load. These heavy sand waves form as far up as 100 
miles above the mouth and are between 7 and 14 feet high in that area 
They move down the river along the bottom, decreasing in height as 
they approach the ocean. 
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Mr. Anceu. May I interrupt, General, to ask if it is not true that 
this river is the second largest in the United States in the volume of 
water, and the largest in potential hydroelectric 0° ¢ Itis next only 
to the Mississippi River in the volume of water. Is that right 

General Irscuner. That is correct. And as you say, it is by far 
the largest in potential hydroelectric power production in the United 
States. 

Mr. Aneety. The Columbia River Basin contains approximately 40 
percent of the power of the Nation. Is that correct? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, about 40 percent, I believe, of the total 
potential hydro power of the United States is in the Columbia River 
Basin. 

Because of this large bed load of heavy sand and silt brought down 
in floods we have a very difficult bar problem at the mouth where the 
Columbia decreases in velocity as it enters the Pacific Ocean. In an 
endeavor to correct that condition many years ago, in 1885, the south 
jetty was started. It was built initially between 1885 and 1895, and 
then extended until now it is approximately 6 miles long. 

In addition to the south jetty we have another jetty on the north 
which is over 2 miles long that was built during the period 1913 to 
1917. A large amount of repairs has been necessary from time to time 
on these jetties. 

These jetties have been only partially successful in maintaining the 
channel at the mouth, resulting in the necessity for approximately 2 
million yards of dredging to be done each year in order to bring it 
down to the present project depth, which requires a channel 40 feet 
deep across the bar and one-half a mile wide. 

In the river itself the channel is 35 feet deep and 500 feet wide, but 
because of the lack of appropriations in recent years it has not always 
been possible to dredge the channel to the full width. Therefore, we 
have dredged in some cases only to 350 feet in width. 

The commerce on the Columbia River is very great. The port of 
Portland in recent years has been the second largest port on the 
Pacific coast, exceeded only by Los Angeles, which has a large out- 
going cargo of petroleum products. At the mouth in the year 1952 
there were 10,930,000 tons of cargo, of which 6,200,000 tons were petro- 
leum and 2,364,000 tons were grain. The remainder was largely forest 
products and miscellaneous cargo. 

There have been many accidents and groundings at the mouth. In 
the past 3 years there have been 4 groundings reported by the Coast 
Guard, and 2 additional groundings have been reported by steamship 
companies. 

In addition to that, and probably far more serious in dollar value, 
many ships have had to lie off the entrance or in the river in order 
to wait for favorable tides and weather. Because the mouth of the 
river is exposed to heavy waves from the southwest and because the 
riverbed becomes quite shallow at the mouth, waves are accentuated 
in height over what they are out in the normal swell of the ocean. 
Some of these waves reach a total height between the trough and 
the crest of as much as 30 feet, and possibly more. There have 
been actual instances where it has been proven that vessels have struck 
the bottom where it was 15 feet or more beneath the keel. In other 
words, it is that much lower than the draft. Consequently, when we 
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have a 35-foot channel in the river, in order to utilize that channel, 
which has been constructed and maintained at great expense, we 
should have 15 feet, or approximately that amount, more than the 
channel depth in the river across the bar. 

With that in mind, and recognizing the economics of the situation, 
local interests requested and we are recommending a channel not 50 
feet in depth, but 48 feet deep across the bar. That then will give us 
13 feet more in depth than we have in the river proper. 

In order to accomplish this improvement it will be necessary to 
dredge approximately 18 million yards of material in 2 locations. 
First, and the smaller amount, in the outer bar. Second, off Clatsop 
Spit farther inland, and about opposite the ends of the two jetties. 

That program of dredging 18 million yards may of itself be suc- 
cessful in solving the problem. It is quite possible that with a moder- 
ate amount of dredging thereafter, estimated to be about 4 million 
yards at a cost of $480,000 annually, that we will be able to solve the 
entire problem; but we are not sure. And in order to bring the full 
problem to the committee so that they will be fully apprised of the 
situation should we later find that this dredging is not effective with- 
out a tremendous expenditure for annual maintenance, we are pro- 
posing to install a jetty projecting out from the north shore a dis- 
tance of almost 1 mile to supplement the dredging which would be 
necessary in any case. 

We do not propose that this jetty be put in initially, but that it only 
be done if we find that the maintenance dredging in the channel is too 
great. It would only be done after conducting model studies in order 
to determine where best to put it; how long to make it; and what its 
effect would be. 

Mr. ANGELL. General, may I interject to ask if that jetty, however, 
is authorized in this project? 

General Irscuner. We are requesting its authorization in this 
project. But it would be a conditional authorization and we would 
expect to return to the committee and report to the committee on the 
necessity for the jetty, and justify it at that time; and then get the 
committee’s approval to go ahead if the jetty is needed. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any monetary authorization in this bill for 
this jetty? 

General Irscuner. There is. 

Mr. Mack. How much? 

General IrscuNer. The amount of the jetty is $5,657,000 out of a 
total of $8,555,000. The remaining $2,898,000 is the cost of the ini- 
tial dredging. 

Mr. ANGELL. In other words, if the jetty is not constructed at this 
time, that last figure of $2,898,000 would be the total expenditure? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. If the jetty is not necessary then the 
$2,898,000 would be the total cost for new work on the project. 

Mr. Mack. How close to the town of [waco is that jetty ? 

General Irscuner. I would say 3 miles. But you would have to 
cross the peninsula called Cape Disappointment to get to it. 

Mr. Nrwat. Is the tidal area there rather marked or a shallow depth ¢ 

General IrscHnerR. There is a very large volume of water that 
passes in and comes out. In fact, the amount of water that comes out 
in an extreme tide is more than 3 million cubic feet per second and it 
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averages something in the order of 1,350,000 cubic feet per second. A 
tremendous amount of water comes out and a large amount of water 
goes in, 

As for depths, they vary a great deal. The channel is encroached 
oh continuously from the south at the tip of what is called Clatsop 
Spit, and in other places too. There are some shallow areas in Baker 
Bay, which is to the north. However, the channel is extremely deep 
right off the north jetty. That is one reason why we believe it would 
be very beneficial to the project to construct another jetty such as is 
proposed in this current recommendation. 

The reason for that is this: The main current comes down toward 
north jetty as though it were going to strike it, with oe of 76 to 60 
feet. It impinges against the north jetty and has depths immediately 
alongside the jetty of 76 feet again. Then it shallows a bit to 70 feet 
out farther toward the ocean. We feel if it can be directed to the south 
by a jetty in the location that we proposed, and it is quite likely that the 
amount of dredging can be simetie ‘ably reduced even over what we 
now have for the 40-foot channel. 

The Beach Erosion Board, who is very expert in these matters, 
felt it is quite possible we can reduce the amount of dredging from 
the present 2 million yards a year to 1,700,000 yards. If that can be 
done, of course, it will result in a considerable saving over what we 
are now paying for dredging annually. That would represent a sav- 
ing of something like $40,000 from our present maintenance cost. 

If I may summarize again on the cost of the project we are recom- 
mending, which is the entire project shown, the total cost is $8,555,000, 
of which $2,898,000 is for the initial dredging which will be required 
in either case, and $5,657,000 for the construction of the jetty if it 
is required. 

The annual maintenance costs are very difficult to estimate because 
we cannot tell how much this is going to fill in. We have tried to be 
conservative on it and assuming that the jetty is constructed we have 
estimated 3 million yards annually, compared to our present 2 million 

yards, and compared to a hope and one expressed by the Beach Erosion 
Board, as well as by the engineers in that area, of reducing that 3 
million yards to 1,700,000 yards. 

On the basis of 3 million yards the total amount of maintenance 
annually would be $435,000. The present maintenance is $240,000, 
so that the difference or added cost of maintenance would be $195 000 
annually. Part of that cost, $75,000 of it, is for maintenance of "the 
jetty, and the remaining $120,000 is for additional annual dredging. 

Mr. Ancrti. What is the cost of the work outside of the jetty? 

General Irscuner. Not counting the jetty, the cost of dredging is 
$2,898,000. 

Mr. Ancetu. For the new work. 

General Irscuner. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The benefit-cost ratio, 
figured on the conservative basis with the jetty and with the 3 million 
yards of dredging every year, which we also believe is conservative, is 
1.16. If that an: alysis i is projected forward to what we estimate the 
future cargo will be, the benefit-cost ratio becomes 1.68 to 1. 

The States of Oregon and Washington have concurred in this 
project. The Bureau of the Budget concurs with one important ex- 
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ception which I should read to you at this time. I shall quote from 
their report : 

In view of the fact that there is some doubt at this time as to the economic 
justification for the jetty and that the location and design of the jetty are 
not yet known, we believe that authorization of the jetty should be deferred 
until the effects of the 48-foot channel haye been observed for a period of time 
sufficient to provide more complete information about the economic justification 
and engineering of the proposed jetty. 

Our comments on that are these. I have already explained what 
we propose to do and why. The reason why we proposed that the 
entire project be authorized at this time and then the jetty work 
proceed only after concurrence of the committee, is that it takes 
a good number of years, and costs a considerable amount of money 
to prepare another report, which would be required if the entire 
project were not authorized at this time, and if we had to go back 
and make another review report sometime in ed future. 

It is quite conceivable that it would take 5, 7 or more years before 
we would then obtain authorization of this dtty. In the meantime 
we would be obliged to dredge this channel to 48 feet annually, and 
the added cost of dredging that channel might be very great. In fact, 
if it were not great we would not recommend the jetty. So we feel 
it is really more economical and more satisfactory to the Govern- 
ment to have the entire project authorized at this time on a condi- 
tional basis. 'We would recommend that the committee require that 
the Corps of Engineers return to the committee with a recommenda- 
tion that the jetty be built after they are able to justify it. 

Mr. Ancext. General Itschner, the mere fact that it is authorized 
would not entail any more expense on the part of the Government, 
would it ¢ 

General Irscuner. No, sir. Nomore. It would really save money 
indirectly because otherwise a report would be required later 

Mr. Anoexy. And instead of adding to the cost it would save the 
Government costs in the future of going into the whole problem again. 

General Irscuner. It certainly would. Yes, sir. A rather sub- 
stantial cost. 

Mr. Ancett. What is the depth of the water between the two 
jetties? Will boats be able to moor there between the proposed jetty 
and the other one to the north ? 

General Irscuner. Between the proposed jetty and north jetty it 
is fairly shallow near shore. At about its midlength it would be 
about 23 to 24 feet at the present time. It would be designed so 
as to go out as far as the point where the water became suddenly quite 
deep. 

Mr. Anceti. Would it afford a harbor of refuge for small fishing 
craft ? 

General Irscuner. I am afraid it would not, sir. I don’t think 
we can plan on its being of any value as a harbor of refuge because 
the waves which come in from the southwest would impinge directly 
upon that harbor. Of course, it would be a harbor of refuge if you 
got waves coming from the northwest or down the river, but that would 
be relatively unusual. Furthermore, we would expect material to 
deposit between the existing north jetty and the new one we are pro- 
posing, so that ultimately much of it would be above mean-water level. 
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Mr. Aneeit. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Neat. May I ask you one question ? 

Mr. Ancenn. Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Nea. General, in making your model studies do you finance 
those from a special fund? The question I want to ask you is this: 
Without an authorization for this complete job do you have funds 
with which to go along with your model studies independently, or 
would it be necessary to authorize the whole thing ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. It would not be neccesary to authorize 
the study, but of course we would have to have a specific item in the 
appropriation bill to cover the investigation. 

Mr. Nea. For that study? 

General IrscHNner. I mean, we have to justify it as a specific item 
ut the time it goes to the Appropriations Committee, and we would 
do SO, 

Mr. Becker. I am a little bit muddled about this project and I 
would like to get a couple of things clear in my mind. 

You apparently have dredging going on where those green spots 
are now ? 

(General IrscHner. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. Is that maintenance dredging? 

General IrscHNErR. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. To maintain 40 feet ? 

General Irscunrr. That is correct. I might modify that slightly 
because we have to go farther out into the ocean in order to get 
18 feet. 

Mr. Becker. You have to go farther out? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. To get 48 feet? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becxer. So that the $2,898,000 is to increase the dredging to 
18 feet. Is that right? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. It is for the increment between 
10 and 48 feet. It is no wider a channel. 

Mr. Becker. And the maintenance cost each year may be reduced 
because it may cause less dredging per year thereafter from the stand- 
point of maintenance? 

General Irscuner. There is a possibility, and we are hopeful that it 
may reduce the cost of dredging below what we now pay for dredging 
because of the construction of this jetty. 

Mr. Becker. And the cost of that jetty is going to be about $5 
million? 

General Irscuner. It will be about $5 million. 

Mr. Becker. In round figures. 

General Itscuner. $5,657,000. 

Mr. Brecker. And you also said the cost to maintain that jetty will 
run around $435,000? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. The cost of maintaining the jetty alone 
is $75,000. 

Mr. Brcxer. That is right. And $120,000 would be on the 
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General Irscuner. That is correct. That $120,000 would be the 
amount for dredging 1 million yards. I am not sure what $120,000 
you are referring to, though. 

’ Mr. Becxer. You have the figure of $190,000 additional. The 
annual maintenance you give us is $435,000. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. One hundred and twenty thou- 
sand dollars additional dredging. 

Mr. Brecker. To maintain it at 48 feet? 

General IrscuHner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Mack. General Itschner, a moment ago Chairman Angell asked 
vou about whether a boat haven would be created between the two 
jetties. As a matter of fact, the big area for the berthing of boats 
is in Baker Bay. Is that correct? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. There is a small project for 
Ilwaco and we have one for consideration later this afternoon at 
Chinook. These are small boat havens. 

Mr. Mack. And those two basins there provide facilities for a great 
number of mostly fishing boats, but some pleasure boats as well? 

General IrscuHner. Yes, sir. And also the Coast Guard has a station 
near Ilwaco. 

Mr. Mack. What is the width of the Columbia River at its mouth 
between the two jetties? 

General Itscuner. I would estimate about 3 miles. 

Mr. Mack. Is the purpose of the jetty as it now exists, and the 
new jetty that is proposed, to confine the waters to a narrower width, 
or is it to divert the water of the channel so that it will have a scour- 
ing effect on the beds shown in green ? 

General IrscuNer. The purpose of the jetty is to confine the river 
so it will be self-scouring to a certain extent. 

Mr. Mack. And thereby save the dredging ? 

General Ivsciurner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How far upstream is the Columbia River navigable? 

General IrscuNner. Now to Portland, which is 113 miles upstream. 
I believe the total length to the upper limit of Portland Harbor is 
120 miles. Portland, you realize, is on the Willamette River, a 
tributary of the Columbia. It is also navigable for oceangoing 
vessels to Vancouver, Wash., up the Columbia itself. And then it 
is navigable for smaller draft vessels to The Dalles, and goes on 
up something like 514 miles for barge traffic to Lime Point in Idaho 
above Lewiston, Idaho. It is navigable for only a small portion 
of the year in its upper reaches. 

Mr. Mack. Because it is navigable far upstream, several hundred 
miles, it is possible to bring down the grain crops of eastern Oregon 
and eastern Washington and eastern Idaho to the navigable part 
of the stream. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. The area in the upper Colum- 
bia Basin which is tributary to the Columbia River produces some- 
thing like one-seventh of the entire wheat crop of the United States. 

Mr. Mack. At the present time are they not making arrangements 
for the installation of more granary facilities at Longview and Van- 
couver for the transshipment of this wheat overseas? 
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General lrscuner. That is correct. They are building new elevators 
in that area, and also upstream too. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is also true in the Portland area, is it not? 

General Irscuner. It is. 

Mr. Mack. | meant to include Portland. 

General Irscuner. And at Umatilla it is very definitely planned 
to build an elevator; at Kenwick they have an elevator under construc- 
tion, and there may be more. 

Mr. Mack. I understand the Kaiser Aluminum Co. at Longview, 
and possibly Alcoa at Vancouver, have additional properties and they 
are making tentative arr angements for the bringing in of bauxite from 
South America: If they should use bauxite instead of alumina, which 
is refined bauxite, it would greatly increase the tonnage that uses the 
river, would it not ? 

General Irscuner. It certainly would. There are also plans for at 
least one other large plant at The Dalles which might well materialize. 
The large amount of electric power available at reasonable rates in 
the Pacific Northwest makes the use of large additional quantities of 

ore a possibility, and they will require cheap transportation. 

Mr. Mack. I notice it is the practice of the Army engineers to con- 
serve the Federal Government's money wherever it can. I note that 
at Gray’s Harbor that the Congress authorized a project at the en- 
trance to the harbor for the building of retaining walls to preserve the 
fishing port. The authorization was for $3,600,000, and the Army 
engineers have worked it out that they will save about half of that 
money for the Federal Government. And you have done an excellent 
job there, and I think you would in this jetty proposal that is to be 
considered in the future. 

Mr. Broker. I have just one question. I am not looking for critical 
unswers, General, or asking a leading question, nor do I intend to 
criticize. But you read a statement from the Bureau of the Budget in 
which they said they did not advise the building of this jetty now, 
but merely advised going on with the additional “dredging to 48 feet 
and trying that for a while. 

As | understand it, the Army engineers’ facts are based on scientific 
studies, and you recommend the jetty. On what do they base their 
reasoning, that is, the Bureau of the Budget? What scientific studies 
and facts, or technical advice, do they base their reasoning on? 

General Irscrner. The studies we have made on this jetty are made 
on experts in their field. 

Mr. Brexer. I agree with that. 

General Irscuner. But I cannot say it is scientific because there 
is too much doubt in the actions of a river of this type. We don’t 
know whether we will need it or not. If we knew that the quantity 
of dredging in the areas that are required to deepen the channel from 
40 to 48 feet would be in the vicinity of only 4 million yards a year 
total, we could not justify the jetty. 

There is one other element that I have not touched upon that might 
be an exception to that statement. That is the well-known fact that 
the bars form here during the winter, because that is the time we have 
he storms. The waves are so high and the weather is so difficult out 
in the outer bar area that we cannot operate a dredge there during 
the major portion of the year. It is only possible to dredge on the 
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outer bar economically for about 3 or 314 months during the summer. 
So the time when the ships need this greater channel most, which is 
in the winter when they have high waves, we are likely to find in 
spite of our having the channel down to 48 feet below mean lower low 

vater at the end of the summer dredging season, without the jetty 
bars might build up rapidly in winter ‘and therefore endanger traffic 
as much as though the 48-foot channel had not been dredged, 

Mr. Becker. But you haven’t answered the question, which is if you 
know, on what basis the Bureau of the Budget bases their reasoning in 
opposition to it ? 

General Irscuner. I think the Bureau of the Budget bases their 
thinking upon the data that we have given them—the analysis of the 
factual data. We can show you exac tly how they made their estimate, 
which is along the lines of what I mentioned before. But I think 
they feel we should not be given the prerogative of going ahead with 
“u project as expensive as a jetty, which costs $5,657,000 without the 
authority of the Congress. 

Mr. Becker. But they have used your own data to arrive at their 
conclusions. Is that right? 

General Irscuner. That is right. That is the only source. 

Mr. Becker. That is all. 

Mr. Ance. It would not involve any additional expenditure until 
the Appropriations Committee provides the funds anyway, would it? 

General [rscuner. No, sir. It would not. 

Mr. Mack. This committee would have to authorize the jetty again 
after a fashion ? 

General Irscuner. That is right. We would like to have the com- 
mittee require us to request them for authority to go ahead with the 
jetty, after authorizing the jetty as part of the original project. 

Mr. Ance.i. General Itschner, for the benefit of the other members 
of the committee and for the record, will you state what experience 
you have had as a member of the Corps of Army Engineers in the 
Pacific Northwest area ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. I have been familiar for many years 
with the Pacific Northwest and I claim the State of Washington as 
my home. But my civil-works experience started in 1949 when I 
became district engineer in the Seattle district. I was district engi- 
neer for 13 months when I was called to Korea. I returned in 1951 
to the United States and became division engineer of the North Pacific 
Division in the early spring of 1952. 

Mr. Anoeiit. What area does the North Pacific Division cover 
where you were stationed ? 

General Irscuner. It covers the Columbia Basin, or, broadly speak- 
ing the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and western Montana, 
with a very small portion of Utah, Wyoming, and Nevada, and the 
Territory of Alaska. 

Mr. Anceti. How long did you occupy that position, General ? 

General Irscrnrr. I was in that position until November 5, 1953, 
when I was assigned to my present position in Washington. 

Mr. Anceit. What is your present position ? 

General Irscuner. I am at the present time Deputy Assistant Chief 
of Engineers for Civil Works and anticipate within the next 2 weeks 
to be assigned as Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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Mr. AncELL. Whom do you succeed in that duty ? 

General Irscuner. General Chorpening, who is assigned to another 
position. 

Mr. Anceui. General, does this improvement contemplate any 
widening of the channel? 

General Irscuner. The channel will not be widened in this project. 
It. will still be one-half a mile wide across the bars. 

Mr. Ancei. Outside of the jetty, is the total improvement for 
dredging ? 

General Irscuner. Dredging. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. Dredging alone? 

General Irscuner. The entire authorization is for dredging and 
the new jetty. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Mack. Can you point out the location of Nahcotta and Oyster- 
ville there ? 

General IrscHner. Not on this map, sir. 

Mr. Mack. They are on Willapa? 

General Irscuwner. Yes, sir. It is a very short distance up here 
actually. Willapa Harbor comes very far to the south. 

Mr. Anceity. Thank you, General. 

We have with us our colleague, Congressman Magnuson, of Wash- 
ington, who desires to make a statement for the record. That may be 
done and he may extend his statement in the record if he desires. 

We are very happy to have you here, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS AT LARGE FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Magnuson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank you 
for allowing me to appear somewhat out of order. I am interested in 
seven proposed projects in the State of Washington, the hearings on 
which will be held today and tomorrow at varying times. At the sug- 
gestion of your clerk I prepared a statement referring to all of them, 
and I want to state to the committee that I wholeheartedly support 
each of these projects and hope that the committee will see fit to ap- 
prove them. 

I wish to submit that statement for the record, along with 20 copies 
of an exhibit prepared by the port of Bellingham and 2 letters from 
the manager of the port of Bellingham. 

Mr. Ance.L. Without objection, the statement of Congressman 
Magnuson will be received and placed in the record at this point, and 
the exhibits may be placed on file. Thank you, Congressman. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Magnuson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DON MAGNUSON IN Support oF SEVEN RIVER AND 
HARBOR PROJECTS IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear before you to urge 
favorable consideration of seven river and harbor projects in the State of Wash- 
ington. 

They include Shilshole Bay, Bellingham Harbor, Columbia River between 
Chinook and the head of Sand Island, Columbia River at the mouth, Port Angeles 
Harbor, the Quillayute River at La Push, and Everett Harbor. 

Bills to authorize these projects have been introduced by me. They are H. R. 
i354. H. R. 7854, H. R. 7855, H. R. 7856, H. R. 7857, H. R. 7859, and H. R. 7860. 
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Most of these projects have a long engineering and legislative history, as pub- 
lished studies by the Army Corps of Engineers will show. Many of them consist 
of improvements to projects that have been established for many years, rather 
than the initiation of new ones. 

As members of this committee know, shipping, commercial and pleasure fish 
ing, boatbuilding and other water trades contribute heavily to the economy of our 
State and region. 

For instance, in 1952, the last year for which full figures are now available, com 
mercial fisheries in Washington reported catches of 131 million pounds, with 
a value of $18,800,000. That is an indication of the importance of just one of 
our water industries. 

The seven projects for which I speak will not only benefit the fishing and 
shipping trades by providing improved facilities, but they will benefit a great 
many related businesses as well. 

The rivers and bays of Washington are world renowned to fishermen who “wet 
a line” for pleasure only. They flock there by the thousands to join native 
Washingtonians in the sport of Izaak Walton and to tell their tales of the big 
ones that do not get away. They too constitute a substantial Washington in- 
dustry—an industry that can be vastly expanded by the approval of these seven 
river and harbor projects. 

The first of these projects is Shilshole Bay, which is situated at the entrance 
of the Lake Washington Ship Canal in Seattle. This canal, a link which cuts 
across the city of Seattle to connect Lake Washington with Puget Sound, has 
become tremendously overcrowded during recent years because of increased 
small-boat traffic. There is not enough moorage space to take care of the 
demand. 

As these small boats proceed through the already congested canal, bridges 
have to be raised to permit passage. This naturally leads to a tieup of auto- 
mobile traffic on north-south streets of the city which frequently lasts for rel- 
atively long periods of time. 

This situation has led to the perennial complaint that “something must be 
done.” A conveniently located small-boat basin away from the canal and Lake 
Washington is the logical answer. 

For a project of this nature, Shilshole Bay offers the best possibility. 

The Army’s district engineer has made a study of the situation and has 
recommended construction of a 4,200-foot breakwater on the north side of Shil- 
shole Bay and dredging the area shoreward of it to a depth of 10 or 15 feet. 

The cost of this project has been estimated at $3,041,980. In view of the 
general benefits that would accrue from the project, the cost is comparatively 
minor. The proposed facility would benefit not only the fishing and pleasure 
boat operators, who have been steadily losing their facilities to boating interests, 
log-towing interests, etc., but the city of Seattle would benefit as well by having 
a very knotty vehicular traffic problem straightened out. 


BELLINGHAM HARBOR 


It has now been 5 years since the district engineer at Seattle recommended 
Federal participation in the improvement of facilities of Bellingham Harbor. 
The project subsequently has been approved by the Secretary of the Army for 
inclusion in the backlog of improvements to be undertaken whenever possible. 

The port of Bellingham, a local port authority, already has done a great deal 
to provide facilities for the fishing fleet operating there. Unfortunately, this 
local agency cannot keep pace with the demand. There is a definite need of 
berthing and moorage space for 1,000 small craft. 

Mr. H. F. Isler, manager of the port of Bellingham, has informed me that his 
agency last year spent a quarter of a million dollars extending the present 
breakwater. The investment to date by local authorities is approximately 
$1,200,000. 

Should the proposed improvements be made, facilities would be available 
to accommodate an additional 150 boats, principally fishing craft. 

The port of Bellingham has agreed to maintain the harbor, and to do all 
the dredging between the present breakwater and the new one. The existing 
harbor has already been dredged to a depth of 12 feet. 

As proposed by the district engineer, the project would consist of constructing 
a new breakwater in two sections, totaling 3,900 feet in length. The estimated 
cost of this much-needed facility would be about $1,224,300. 
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i am introducing for the record two letters from Mr. Isler, manager of the 
port authority, as well as an extensive exhibit prepared by him. 


COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK AND SAND ISLAND 


Residents of the Columbia River area between Chinook and Sand Island have 
informed me, and with good documentation, that the project there is in the 
nature of an emergency. The current of the river is changing, and the existing 
breakwter at Chinook is inadequate to meet the situation thus created. 

A great deal of bay shore property is being washed away with each succeeding 
storm and high tide. Some property owners already have lost from 40 to 50 
feet of frontage and are in danger of losing their homes as well. 

Mr. Chairman, this project should not be deferred much longer, or we shall 
have a hard time explaining to the people in the area why we did not act to 
save their property and their homes. 

The project consists of deepening the channel, providing a turning and mooring 
basin, the reconstruction of 393 feet of existing breakwater to make it service- 
able, and the extension of the breakwater for approximately 1,167 feet. The 
cost of this work is estimated at only $196,000—a small amount indeed when 
compared with the investments that are in jeopardy. 


COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH 


The mouth of the Columbia River is potentially one of the finest harbors on 
the west coast, Mr. Chairman. An engineers project has been in effect there 
for nearly half a century. But with the growing water commerce, the facilities 
provided there are not adequate to the need, and certainly far below our 
potentialities. 

The present channel is simply too shallow for use by large ocean vessels. As 
a safety measure if for not other reasons, the engineer has recommended 
deepening the existing channel to a depth of 48 feet at mean lower low tide. 

But more than safety is involved. A whole new field of expanding commerce 
can be opened to the area. It involves great benefits to both Washington State 
and Oregon, which lies on the south side of the river. 

The estimated cost of this project, one of the most important in the West, 
is $2,898,000. The expenditure of that amount wi!l!, I am sure, be more than 
repaid in the coin of greater prosperity to an entire coastal area. 


PORT ANGELES HARBOR 


As in the case of most of the other projects, the Port Angeles Harbor commerce 
is being restricted and confined because of inadequate harbor and moorage facili- 
ties. The district engineer found adequate justification for the project as far 
back as 1949. Certainly, the need is even greater today. 

This project consists of dredging an area of about 100 by 400 feet to a depth of 
15 feet, and construction of 2 breakwaters—1,100 and 100 feet long—at a cost of 
$412.000 

if the harbor is to keep up its growth, and the expanding commercial fishing 
industry there is not to be stifled, this project should be approved. 


QUILLAYUTE RIVER 


Recommended by the district engineer in 1948, the Quillayute River project 
would consist of enlarging and extending the present small channel. It also 
would involve dredging a basin at the east side of the river at La Push, and rais 
ing a jetty to a height of 15 feet. 

Because of its strategic location along an exposed ocean coast, the Quillayute 
River’s mouth affords an excellent harbor refuge. But its channel entrance 
is too small and is subject to shifting, because of the backwash of gravel over 
the present low jetty. 

In addition, completion of the Quillayute River project would provide the 
needed anchorage for expanding small-boat use. 


EVERETT HARBOR 


Local interests have tried, and with a great deal of success, to provide the 
needed moorage and shore facilities for the expanding small-boat traffic in 
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Everett Harbor. Unfortunately, they have been unable to provide adequate har 
bor channels. In his investigation of the situation, the district engineer found 
no justification for a deepwater channel, as has been requested by the local 
people. But he did find, and so recommended, that the channel should be deep- 
ened to 15 feet, that the settling basin should be deepened to 20 feet, that a 1,400- 
foot spur dike west of Preston Point should be constructed and that a section 
of the existing 8p ur dike should be removed... The cost of this project is esti- 
mated at only $325,000. 

A study of the engineers’ reports covering these seven projects will, I am sure, 
convince the committee, as it has convinced me, that they are badly needed and 
should be approved. 

Mr. Ancetyi. We will next hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Sam Coon from eastern Oregon, who has a very brief statement and 
who has another important engagement which he has to attend, 
Therefore we will be very glad to have your statement at this time, 
Congressman Coon. We understand you are very much interested 
in this project, as you represent the entire eastern Oregon area, which 
is the great hinterland leading to the transportation on the Columbia 
River, ‘which is so nec essary for its economy. 

Congressman Coon. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAM COON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Coon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the pro- 
posed improvements to the mouth of the Columbia River would pro- 
vide the greater depths needed by present-day larger type cargo ships 
and tankers. They would correct physical characteristics of the en- 
trance channel which are a hazard to navigation. 

This would prevent most of the delays which vessels now experience 
waiting for smooth-water conditions for entering and leaving the 
river. It would permit full loading of deep-draft tankers and it 
would prevent groundings of vessels. 

All of this would aid in continuing the upward trend of Columbia 
River commerce. It would contribute to the prosperity of all the 
Northwest. 

I believe the initial cost of $8,555,000 and the increased maintenance 
charge of $195,000 annually would be many times paid for in lives 
saved, in shipping costs decreased, and in the increased income for 
our farmers, lumbermen, fishermen, and commercial interests. 

I urge that you favorably consider authorization of this project 
for deepe ning to 48 feet the navigation channel at the mouth of the 
Columbia River, and the construction of a spur jetty on the north 
shore. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

As I said a moment ago, this project is located in the districts of 
Congressman Ellsworth “and Congressman Mack and Congressman 
Norblad. I will ask C ongressman Norblad, if he will, to make his 
statement at this time and introduce the witnesses. 

It is my understanding that the delegation has among its number 
Mr. White, who will actually introduce the witnesses. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER NORBLAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Norsiap. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. It had been my in- 
tention to make a presentation today with reference to the improve- 
ment of the Columbia River bar. I have lived adjacent thereto 
all my life and know something about it. However, in view of the 
fact that we do have men who are experts here who came all the way 
from Oregon to testify about it, I will not take up any of our time 
and will let them present their case to you. 

However, I would like to make a presentation of my statement for 
the record. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Without objection, it will be received in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Norblad is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE WALTER NoRBILAD, REPUBLICAN, OREGON, ON THE 
PROPOSED Prosect To DEEPEN THE COLUMBIA River Bar To 48 Freer 


Mr. Chairman, I cannot too strongly urge your committee to give approval 
to this project to deepen and maintain the bar at the mouth of the Columbia 
River to a 48-foot depth. The great growth of shipping in the Columbia River 
and the increased size and draught of ships since World War II requires a more 
adequate ship channel at the mouth of the river. 

Because of the present inadequate bar there, costly delays are being constantly 
encountered and ships are subjected to many additional hazards. These delays 
and hazards are a great handicap to shipping and commercial interests of all 
the ports and communities in the Columbia River. To operate a modern steam- 
ship it costs in excess of $2,200 per day and when ships are unable to move because 
of the inadequate depths in the channel, these delays could be very expensive not 
only to the ship operator but also to the shippers. 

The Columbia River mouth is the only access steamship companies have to the 
hinterlands of this great port area and to the following ports: Astoria, Warren- 
ton, Wauna, Bradwood, Longview, Rainier, St. Helens, Vancouver, Washington, 
and Portland. These ports are doing a tremendous business and are handling 
about 10 million tons of cargo per year. 

The value of exports alone exceeded $220 million in 1951. These figures cer- 
tainly indicate that an extremely heavy traffic load is handled at the mouth of 
the Columbia River and the effect of the costly delays of an inadequate bar there. 
Particular cargoes coming over the Columbia River bar include lumber, wheat, 
flour, barley, canned goods, paper, and many imports all vital to the economy of 
the Columbia River area. If we were to fail to take action to improve this bar 
and make it adequate and proper it seems to me that it would be false economy 
in its truest sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I again urge the committee to give favorable consideration to 
this project. 


Mr. Norsiap. I would like to present a very prominent attorney 
from Oregon, a man who has had a great deal to do with the develop- 
ment of the Columbia River and who will introduce the people who 
have come from Portland and Oregon to the committee, so that they 
may make their statements. Mr. Thomas J. White. 

Mr. Anoeti. Thank you. 

Are there any questions by the members of the committee of our 
colleague, Mr. Norblad ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, Mr. White, we are very glad to have you here. 
You _ present your witnesses and make your own statement, if 
you wish. 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. WHITE, GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
COMMISSION OF PUBLIC WORKS OF PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Wurtre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee and Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Ancert. You may be seated, if you like. 

Mr. Wuire. I am also general counsel for the Commission of Public 
Works for the city of Portland which we are representing. We have 
brought before you a rather distinguished group of our citizens, rep- 
resenting all phases of our industrial, agricultural, and maritime 
interests of our State. We are also very glad and we want to compli- 
ment the committee as a result of the fact that many of your members 
made a special trip west and viewed this project, which I know will 
help you to evaluate it. 

I would like to call as our first witness Mr. W. L. Williams, vice 
president of the American Mail Line, and president of the port of 
Portland. That commission is appointed by the Governor and is 
representative of the State of Oregon. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Williams, the committee is very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. WILLIAMS, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
MAIL LINE, LTD. 


Mr. Witu1aMs. My name is W. L. Williams. I am vice president 
of American Mail Line, a steamship company operating a fleet of 
combination cargo-passenger vessels calling regularly at Columbia 
River ports to load cargo and passengers for Japan, Philippine 
Islands, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Singapore, the Straits Settlements 
and Formosa. I have been continuously connected with maritime 
industry for over 40 years, 30 of which I have spent actively in the 
industry in and around the Columbia River area. I am also the pres- 
ident of the Port of Portland Commission that was created in 1891, 
to exercise, as its delegated agency, the power of control of the State 
of Oregon in certain matters relating to the Columbia River and 
Willamette River and the promoting of maritime and commercial 
interest of the port of Portland, Oreg. 

Now, the history of the growth of the Columbia River area, the 
development of our cities from pioneer inland villages to world sea- 
ports, 1s closely linked with the history of the development of naviga- 
tion on the Columbia River. As early as 1866 the Government began 
the work of improving the Columbia River Channel. Although no 
definite project was adopted until 1877, at this time a plan for main- 
taining a depth of 20 feet at low water was adopted. Many years 
later the project was revised to provide a 25-foot channel, and as the 
vears have gone by further revisions of the project have become 
necessary to accommodate the tremendous development of the area 
and meet the needs of shipping. We have now reached the stage 
where progress again demands further improvement in access to and 
from the sea. The economic benefits derived from Columbia River 
Channel and entrance improvement have resulted in the magic devel- 
opment of what once was a great unproductive land to that of a popu- 
lous area, highly developed in its agricultural and industrial aspect, 
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unlimited im its potentialities and rich beyond all dreams in its 
natural resources. 

Evidence that the progress has been sound and steady is the fact 
that today the ports of the Columbia River are being regularly served 
by over 50 steamship lines to all ports of the world and we can 
modestly point to the fact that in the year 1951, in terms of export 
cargo handled, the Columbia River was second highest on the Pacific 
coast, exceeded only by the port of Los Angeles, Calif., which by virtue 
ef the tremendous export of petroleum was bound to top the list. 
Percentagewise our export tonnage increased 534 percent between 

1941 and 1951. Ports do not just happen; they are long-time devel- 
opments, the result of foresight, good pl: unning, and the expenditure 
of large amounts of work and money. We who live and work in this 
great area recognize that the river is not only our own life’s blood, 
but also that the future of our national way of life depends upon the 
full utilization of our natural resources. We must be realistic enough 
to understand that with the certainty that oceangoing vessels will 
continue to be built larger, faster, and of deeper draft, we will need 
new river-development projects and navigational aids if we are to 
maintain our position as a great productive area and sustain our 
economic advancement. 

Obviously, many benefits to the entire area are derived from the 
shipping industry, which in turn depends upon constant maintenance 
and improvement of the ship channels. Industries directly affected 
by shipping include ship-repair yards, stevedoring companies, ship 
chandlers, freight forwarders, marine terminals and warehouses, 
banks, insurance ¢ ompi anies; customs brokers, towboat, lighterage, and 
harbor services, oil companies, importers and exporters; and many 
others. Other transportation facilities, including bargelines, railroads, 
and motor transport services, are complementary with ocean shipping 
in the marketing of many commodities. In addition to the direct in- 
come provided by the shipping industry and related businesses, a sub- 
stantial share of the value of Columbia River shipments to foreign 
ports—$236 million in 1951; $250 million in 1952—represents in- 
come to those engaged in Northwest agricultural and manufacturing 
industries dependent upon external markets; indeed, indirectly the 
benefits reach every home and business in the area 

Because other witnesses are prepared to present testimony based 
on the economic benefits to be derived in the area in supporting the 
United States Corps of Engineers’ proposals and recommendations 
for the correction of the present hazardous condition at the mouth 
of the Columbia, I shall endeavor to confine my remarks directly to 
the shipping picture and to some appraisal of the project as an in- 
vestment. 

In House Document No. 249, page 22, paragraph 90, under the head- 
ing “Present Annual Benefits” the Engineers estimate total benefits 
resulting from the improvement by the elimination of delays due to 
storms, inability to load cargo and the grounding of ships, amounts to 
$382,800 annually. The future annual benefits averaged over the next 
50 years are estimated at $574,200. Now, still based on the Engineers’ 
figures, the present estimated annual cost for improvements recom- 
mended will amount to $342,180. This gives a present ratio of bene- 
fit to costs of 1.12 to 1. Over a 50 year average the Engineers esti- 
mate a ratio benefit to cost of 1.68. to 1. Actually, the estimated an- 
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nual cost figures given by the Engineers are conservative. ‘There are 
other benefits which have not been evaluated, such as providing a 
safer refuge for commercial fishing vessels and the unrestricted use of 
the entrance by small ships without restrictive warranties required by 
marine underwriters. 

There is another method of assessing benefits of a deepwater chan 
nel to the sea. Total ocean commerce for Columbia River ports has 
averaged 9,100,000 tons during the past 5 years (see following table) 


Ocean commerce 1947 through 1951 


Tone 
1947 8, 431, 000 
1948 awh Sibi 7, 351, 000 
1949 Bad aad. beasts eS ws Uh atinid ab atbliinniides ees! * Sl 
WO iidbaditebicweintiind dnitapd iain toll hls cae tine wh Sedetniawedtatiia wedetin 9, 214, 000 
1951-_- gnedin Sum dok bitte - ‘ 10, 722, 000 
Average - Rohe asthin @aitaimes ‘ 9, 100, 000 
Ocean commerce broken down by convmodity 
Comma Perc t I - 
Products of agriculture : 
Products of mine t { 
Products of forest 
Products of petroleum t N24, | 
Manufactures and all others 13 | wn 
Total ) », 100. 000 


The Pacific Northwest region drained by the Columbia River and 
its tributaries is larger than France. twice the area of the British 
Isles, or almost equal to all the Eastern Seaboard States from the 
northern tip of the State of Maine to the southern boundary of the 
State of Virginia, and its importance te the welfare, strength, and 
prosperity of the Nation cannot be discounted. ‘The magnitude of 
this area, its fast-growing population, its increasing diversified em 
ployment, its nationally important industries, the enormous produc- 
tion of its agricultural, forest, and water resources are a bulwark of 
strength and prosperity for the Nation. Navigation is the prime es- 
sential to the normal expansion of the economy of the region. 

In a brief entitled “Safe Navigation of the Columbia River” pre- 
pared for presentation in evidence in support of the proposal and 
recommendation of the United States Corps of Engineers to modify 
the existing project at the mouth of the Columbia River, there has 
been compiled a record of some of the most recent shipping disasters 
and delays at the river entrance due to insufficient depth of water 
in the ship channel. Of one of these serious mishaps, steamship Win 
slow Homer, owned by the United States of America, I can speak from 
firsthand knowledge, in that I personally had something to do toward 
the saving of this ship and her crew. The facts of this case bring 
into sharp focus the hazards, risks, and dangers of taking a fully 
loaded vessel to sea through an entrance having insufficient “depth of 
water. I will quote from the master’s report on the casualty : 


STEAMSHIP WINSLOW HOMER ON COLUMBIA River Bar, JANUARY 21, 1952 


The steamship Winslow Homer was due to sail from Astoria, Oreg. for sea at 
0800 January 21. At that time I received word from the bar pilots to postpone 
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sailing until 1430 of that day, low water at Astoria being at about 1500. It was 
evident that the most favorable stage of the tide, namely low water flood, was 
chosen for the crossing. At 1653 buoy No. 6 was abeam and at 1655 a sharp 
swell hit the vessel from a westerly direction, with water breaking over the 
foreship. Shortly after this the vessel failed to answer helm and on inspection 
of the steering gear it was found that the rudder stock and quadrant were 
pushed forward about 1 foot. This led to the assumption we had lost the 
rudder. 

Distress calls were sent out and after several attempts by the Coast 
Guard cutter and two commercial seagoing tugs, plus the floodtide, 
the vessel was saved from certain destruction and the possible loss of 
life. 

A survey of the damage to this vessel disclosed she had struck the 
bottom while in the main channel, had fractured her stern frame, 
lost her rudder and stock, broken her propeller and sustained other 
serious damage. ‘The costs to the United States Government in this 
instance amounted to $71,493.26. This is just but one of the many 
serious casualties on the Columbia River bar. 

The proposed and recommended improvements at the Columbia 
River entrance will provide immediate and important relief from the 
hazardous conditions that are now severely hampering shipping and 
will safeguard life and property by making safer passage of vessels 
at all times, reducing delays at the mouth ‘and making possible full 
draft loading on oceangoing vessels serving the C olumbia River area. 

Ports and communities that make healthy growth must provide for 
employment and expansion in the same way that any farseeing in- 
dustry or business does. The critical need of Columbia River ports 
is for an enlarged and energetic program for improvement and main- 
tenance of the ship channel at the harbor entrance. 

As president of the commission I may say that we appreciate the 
situation which exists and feel in the development of the Columbia 
River that local interests*should participate financially in making 
these developments possible. In carrying out this obligation the 
port has expanded many millions of dollars in cooperation with the 
Federal Government to develop the area. In the past 2 years it has, at 
the cost of $3,500,000, built and developed a modern drydock and 
ship-repair facility to accommodate the larger commercial and naval 
vessels using the ports of the Columbia River. Future commitments 
for the aid of maritime commerce within the next 5 years call for 
further expenditures of approximately $4 million. 

This, gentlemen, is evidence of the confidence of our citizens in the 
maritime development of our area. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Williams. 

Are there any questions by the members of the committee of Mr. 
Williams? 

(No response.) 

Mr. AnGetx. If not, we thank you. 

Mr. White, you may call our next witness. 

Mr. Wuirte. Our next witness, in order to give the members of the 
committee a picture of the physical conditions at the bar, is the dean 
of the bar pilots of the Columbia River, Captain Clarence Ash. 

Mr. ANGELL. May I say to my colleagues on the committee we were 
particularly pleased last fall when the committee was on its inspec- 
tion trip to have the opportunity to meet Captain Ash and have him 
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accompany us on this project out over the bar at the mouth of the 
Columbia River. He is one of our outstanding citizens of the area and 
knows more about the Columbia River and the bar than any other 
man in Oregon. 


We are very happy to have you with us, Captain. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. CLARENCE E. ASH, SENIOR PILOT OF THE 
COLUMBIA RIVER BAR PILOTS 


Captain Asn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

I would like to get over close to the chart. I think by a picture I 
can show you more than I can through words. I will probably not 
bore you for very long, but will just give you a story of what goes 
on here at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

In the first place, let me say that the North Pacific coast where the 
States of Oregon and W: ashington join is very rugged, and one of the 
most rugged coasts in the United States. We are in the fringe area 
of that great Gulf of Alaska and those terrific storms that come down 
throughout the 6 and 7 months of our long winter from off the Pacific, 
come down with great, huge swells rolling in here. 

Everybody has been on a beach and has seen what happens even 
in very calm weather as one of these swells comes rolling along. It 
may come from a thousand miles away, but finally it gets to shoal 
water and it crests and fallsover. That creates a breaker. 

Here is where we have breakers. This is the bar. This is where 
the mouth of the great Columbia River comes down and joins the 
sea. 

As the water pours out of the area here which is restricted, as it 
has been in the last few years, we find these swells coming in from 
the sea and meeting and clashing. There your sediment has been 
brought down from the headwaters of the river all the way inland, 
and it is deposited here in the ocean. That is one of the things that 
creates a bar. 

Now, out of this bar and through this bar we conduct millions of 
tons of shipping. I would say in brief that I have been going to 
sea for well past 40 years—many too many past—and I have been 
28 years an active bar pilot and am still an active bar pilot. So I 
have seen this place in all conditions and in all stages of weather 
during the darkness and during the light. Seventy percent of our 
work is done at night. That is why we need deeper water even in 
nighttime than in the daytime. The reason is that we have to judge 
of the heights of the swells coming across this bar in order that our 
ships may not be striking bottom and be foundered. 

One of the greatest worries that we have is that we will strike 
bottom. When I came here 28 to 30 years ago, at that time we had 
10 feet more of water there over this bar. We had 48 feet of water 
there, and in many places we had a great deal more than 48 feet 
of water. Forty-eight feet is what we are asking for now. 

The present 40- foot project was established by a law of Congress 
a half a century ago. At that time ships were small. Their drafts 
were not so deep in the water and they were not so long. Besides, 
we did not have so many of them. At any rate, back in "1849 I find 
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records where the State of California said that they must grow more 
grain in California. That was even though gold was struck there. 
That was for the reason that ships cannot bring their wheat out of 
the Columbia River bar. That was a problem 100 years ago, and it 
is a proble m today. 

As this great country grows in the hinterlands, we have to channel 
commerce out of this bottleneck. It is known amongst seafaring 
men as one of the longest and most dangerous bars in the world. 

We have 40 feet of water there and this is our project. During 
the winter months sediment comes down the river and deposits here 
and the 40 feet of water decreases. Our loaded ships draw 30 feet 
of water and better, and our tankers draw more. I had 1 in the last 
3 weeks drawing 32 feet. Some tanker ships are limited to 30 feet 
of draft, although they could carry more, for the reason that their 
companies will not allow them to cross this Columbia River bar for 
fear of losing them. The Standard Oil Co. is one of them. It is 
one of the great traders going in and out of the Columbia River. 

The point is this: With the weather we have and the shipping that 
we have there we must have a depth over that bar that will be adequate, 
o that when we go in and out of there we will be able to get that ship 
up to Portland and Astoria and Longview and Vancouver and all of 

ie ports along the river, so that it can go about its business. The 
transit of the bar should be merely an incident on a ship’s voyage, 
and not an accident. 

I find that the idea of weather is not generally understood. How- 
ever, do you realize in this North Pacific we have the coast of Asia 
over here 5,000 miles away, and the Gulf of Alaska, as I said. The 
vreat storms come thundering in here and cross thousands of miles 
from those places before they hit our beach here and stop. We call 
this area Clatsop Spit, which is on the south side of the channel and 
gradually stopping the channel to the north. It is taking the depth 
of water we had away from us, as well as cutting down on the width 
of it. Each year we are becoming more and more restricted and our 
bar is becoming longer. As I said, it is known as one of the longest 
bars in the world. When I came there our bar existed from this 
point here down to about this point. Now our bar exists from here 
in the deep water up to this point. 

During that entire year, during those periods of fog and storm and 
low visibility caused by our heavy rains, the ships must make the 
transit. When we take them across the bar we must judge how large 
those swells are. Our pilot boat using a fathometer has measured 
swells of 31 feet. Possibly there have been other times when they 
were more, but those times we have been too busy handling our boat 
and did not take a measurement of the depths. 

Mr. AnceELL. Will you point out on the map where the committee 
went this year on the inspection trip? 

Captain Asu. Yes, sir. We came down from Astoria here to the 
south area. It is all part of the ship channel, but it is on inside water. 
We came down in the United States engineers’ boat and came down 
to this point here and then we turned back. At that time there was 
« lot of swell on the bar. I was very sorry it was not a big swell, but 
we couldn’t provide that that happen for you. 
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These big swells that come in 20 and 30 feet in depth, you can cut 
them in half and that is what your ship is rising and falling, plus its 
draft in the water. So if you have a 20-foot swell and your ship is 
drawing 30 feet, that ship is sinking down 10 feet more. In addition 
to that, there is something that is not known and very poorly under- 
stood. That is, as a vessel proceeds through the water the pro- 
pe sller _ itdown. The after end of the ship is pulled down. Tests 
by the Navy and by shipping interests have shown that our tankers 
ind deep-draft freighters will squat, as they call it, between 3 and 314 
feet. So you see that in 40 feet you haven’t any water under the 
bottom. 

Mr. AnGett. What is the proposal now in this project to overcome 
that hazard? 

Captain Asi. The proposal is to make it 48 feet. We feel if we 
had our 48 feet back which we have lost in 28 years that I have been 
there, that we would be in a much more stable and safe position than 
we are at the present time. 

Mr. Anceti. That would make it possible for these ships to come 
in over the bar without being subjected to the hazards that they are 
now subjected to? 

Captain AsH. Yes, sir. And also, Mr. Chairman, without the 
delay that exists. During one period we checked up on ships and we 
had them anchored up here above Astoria waiting to get out over this 
bar, and they totaled over 400 hours of loss. That was all dry-cargo 
ships. On tankers we registered more than 600 hours. 

W hen vou figure that a tanker is conservatively estimated to be 
worth $250 an hour, you can understand the amount of money that is 
lost. Also you have the fact that ships were stacking up outside 
walting to come In. 

There is another thing that is not understood which is this: Ships 
coming up the coast, that is, deep-loaded ships, know what the tides 
are here, so the *y try to get a favorable tide coming in when the swells 
and seas will ease a little bit. Also when they will get more draft of 
water on the bar. That is a hidden cost that nobody can estimate, 
because it is a loss of time there. It is not even logged in their log- 
books. 

Mr. Ancetw. It is true, is it not, that this is the gateway to all of 
that great hinterland lying back along the Columbia River clear up 
into Idaho? 

Captain AsH. Yes, sir. It goes clear into the Snake River and { 
nto Washington. 

Mr. Anoett. And all of the grain and oil and the other products 
are carried over this waterway ? 

Captain Asm. Right through that neck there. Yes, sir. The 
figures will be given to you and they run into millions. 

In closing let me say another thing that is not understood. In 
respect to these swells that come in off the North Pacific, we will say 
they are coming along and have been coming along for several] hours. 
Suddenly out of nowhere and for a reason we cannot account for, 
there comes a swell that may be almost double the size of the ones that 
had been running all along. We call these grandfathers. We look 
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up some day and we will see one of those fellows, and you never forget 
something like that. It is coming at you and it roars and it booms, 
and you know that you have just so much water down here, and that’s 
all. Your ship goes up and it comes down—and that’s why I lost my 
hair and why I am gray haired maybe, from worrying over that. 

Mr. Ancety, But in your experience in the harbor in some 40 years 
what have you seen as to the hazard to ships and the loss of ships? 

Captain Asw. Yes, sir. Within the last 2 years there have been at 
least seven accidents down there, as Mr. Williams related. One was the 
Winslow Homer, a loaded Liberty ship drawing between 30 and 31 
feet, which was loaded with wheat and came down here. She lost 
her rudder by striking the bottom and it was very tragic. How that 
ship missed being cast up on this Clatsop Spit here was a miracle. 
It was only saved by some fast thinking on the part of the captain of 
our pilot boat, who happened to know that there was a little tugboat 
that was out there. He radioed to him to get out here quick. The 
Coast Guard was a little bit slow because of some difficulty they had 
in getting there, and they had farther to come. Anyway, the ship 
was very close to the spit and expected to hit at any moment. If they 
had they would have probably lost all hands aboard. Anyway, at 
just the right moment this little fellow came chugging out and tossed 
up a line at the bow, and I think in 3 minutes he had that vessel headed 
out. She had lost her rudder and could not steer, but he had her 
headed toward the sea, and since it was able to use its propellers it 
pulled away from the spit. At midnight when I went to see I was 
very happy to see 3 or 4 tugs had a hold of that ship and she was 
coming back in. That was the closest experience. 

We had one Union Oil tanker which came into this area drawing 
30 feet. She hit the bottom and her worth was $1 million. Luckily 
the ship didn’t break in two. 

We had the rexel Victory that was coming out loaded with grain, 
which hit the bottom and broke in two. It was lost, with a loss of 
$21, million. Her cargo and the value of the ship, which is tre- 
mendous, came to that huge sum. 

We had the P. & R. Seafarer come out here, which struck the bot- 
tom. She lost control of herself and it was only due to the fact that 
the weather was not too bad at the time—as a matter of fact, it was 
quite good for out here—that she was able to get to sea and was 
eventually saved. 

Those are the things that go on there. They are tragic accidents. 
Every night we are close to tragedy. We ask, please, for 48 feet of 
water. It means so much to us and so much to shipping, and it will 
mean so much to this great area of the North Pacific. 

Mr. Anceti. Captain, we certainly thank you for your very illum- 
inating statement. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Captain 
Ash? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, Mr. White, will you call your next witness ? 

Without objection, Captain Ash’s statements will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 
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(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. CLARENCE E, ASH, COLUMBIA River Bar Pivots, 
ASTORIA, OREG. 


THE COLUMBIA RIVER BAR 


The mouth of the great Columbia River constitutes what is generally known 
asa bar. As this vast volume of water meets the sea and the great swells that 
have come roaring in across thousands of miles of the Pacific Ocean, sediment 
is deposited in the narrow channel and the depth of the water is lowered. As 
a result of this continuing condition ships that enter and leave the river mus‘ 
transit this most dangerous stretch of water, taking chances with lives and 
property and engendering constant and expensive delays. 

The North Pacific area is a rugged coast where violent gales sweep down 
from the Gulf of Alaska through the long winter months. This builds up huge 
swells, traveling at a terrific rate of speed and as these hit the shallow water, 
they crest and fall over in great breakers through which bar pilots must force 
their ships. The pilot-boat Peacock with its fathometer has measured the 
height of some of these seas at 30 feet. This means, then, that a ship will rise 
and fall a distance of at least 15 feet, and probably more, due to other factors 
that will be explained. When you consider a loaded oil tanker or a freighter 
may have a draft of 30 feet and better, it can be readily seen that a vessel 
would have to have at least 48 feet of water for a safe passage. 

The present channel project calls for 40 feet of water on the bar, a con- 
cressional law of more than 50 years ago. At that time there were fewer 
vessels making the crossing, they were considerably smaller in length and draft 
than the present ones. The matter of striking the bottom and wrecking was 
practically negligible, now it has become a factor of major importance. It is 
for this reason that the shipping men of Oregon and Washington are requesting 
a project depth of 48 feet on the Columbia River Bar. This would tend greatly 
to eliminate the bottleneck that has been developing for years. 

The writer has been at sea the greater part of his life and for the past 28 years 
has been, and still is, a bar pilot. During this time he has crossed in and out over 
this bar with several thousands of ships, in all types of weather and under all 
varying conditions. In this period there have been many changes in this 
stretch of water: there has been a steady deterioration. A quarter of a century 
ago there was a least depth of 48 feet in this vicinity. Except for some storms 
which we realize would halt shipping, no matter what the channel depth 
might be, it was much more safe to cross this bar than at the present time. 

Gradually, year by year, the sandspits to the north and south of the channel 
have increased in size and they keep encroaching every season, spilling forth 
their thousands of tons of sand into the workable waters. The United States 
Army engineers are engaged in a constant fight to maintain the present legal 
depth of 40 feet: some seasons it has been a losing battle. To be brief, in 25 
years we have lost a full 10 feet of water and the bar has doubled in length 
until it now is known among shipmasters as one of the longest and most dan- 
gerous bars in the world. 

The bar pilots are vigilant in their efforts to keep ships moving in and out 
of the river. In these days of exceedingly high costs of operation, every hour 
must be accounted for. The operation continues night and day. Records show 
that more than 70 percent of the vessels move during the hours of darkness. 
This fact makes it very difficult for pilots to accurately judge the true heights 
of the swells which they will encounter and make a greater depth more necessary 
for the safe passage. 

In one season the pilots noted a delay of freight ships which amounted to more 
than 400 hours at a minimum cost of between $75 and $150 per hour. Oil tankers 
registered a delay exceeding 600 hours at a cost probably no less than $250 per 
hour. These figures are only for the ships that were kept inside, waiting for 
the bar to subsiae. At the same time, there were a great many held outside, 
some for more than 48 hours. Another factor not generally known is that the 
captains of oil tankers, coming up the coast and bound for Columbia River ports, 
must slow their speed, delaying arrivals until tidal and weather changes are 
more favorable. These men realize that they must take into consideration the 
fact that their ship may draw 30 to 32 feet of water, that the swells are running 
20 feet or more in height, and also (which is very important) that in traveling 
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along the propeller action draws down the stern of the vessel as much as 3.5 
feet This factor has been accurately established by Navy and merchant 
shipping tests. 

Because of the shallow bar several ships in recent years have struck the 
bottum in heavy seas and have come close to completely wrecking and losing 
many lives. One of these was the Liberty ship Winslow Homer. After striking 
and damaging the rudder it would have been lost on Clatsop Spit, to the south 
of the channel, had it not been for the fortunate fact a tugboat happened to be 
in the vicinity and was successful in getting a towline on board. 

The Victory ship Drexel Victory, heavily loaded with grain and outbound, 
struck the bar in 1947, broke in two and was lost at a cost of $2,250,000. In 1952 
inother large vessel, the P & T Scafare’, damaged its rudder in the same area 
and narrowly averted wrecking. In the last 2 years there have been at least 
seven bad accidents and we fear that unless the bar is deepened there may be 
further tragedies and, it’s possible, with a great loss of life. 

We would be greatly appreciative of a new project calling for 48 feet of water. 
We sincerely feel that it would aid greatly in the further development of the vast 
productive areas of the fast growing Northwest. 


BRIEF ON NAVIGATIONAL HAZARDS TO SH.PS TRANSITING THE COLUMBIA RIVER BAR 


(1) Present in plain view chart 6151, United States Coast and Geodetic 
Survey 

(2) Explain what constitutes a bar. Nature of. How differs from open sea. 
Widths of, depths and length. How has doubled in length in the last 25 years 
and lost 10 feet in depth. 

(3) Nature of north Pacific weather. Fringe of violent Gulf of Alaska. 

Frequency of storms. Winter season, 6 months. 

(a) Height of swells on bar, 20 to 30 feet. 

(b) Loaded ships now draw more water, larger and more numerous than 
before the war. Cite examples: tank ships, 30 feet, loaded cargo ships the 
same. How ship “squats” up to 3 feet while traveling. 

(c) Danger of striking bar. Effects of “sneaker” seas. How are unpre- 
dictable, dangerous. Why called graveyard of the Pacific. One of the 
longest, toughest bars in the world. 

(d) Bar changes in 25 years. Deepening of Peacock Spit, how makes 
seas higher and faster than previously. Encroaching of Clatsop Spit, 
changing channel. 

(4) Action of ships on the bar. 

(a) Arrival, departure at all hours. Restriction of loadlines on account of 
insufficient depths. Tankers (Standard Oil) limited to 30 feet. Expen- 
sive cargo shut out, etc 

b) Dangers involved, property and life. How vessel “sounds”. 
Enumeration of late accidents, some to bumping, some to heavy seas. 
(Make allowances for type of weather that under no circumstances 
uld allow crossing.) Relate, also, various light bumpings that could 
have been fata Name at least seven bad accidents in the last 2 vears, 

plus loss of steamship Drerei Victory ($2,250,000) in 1947 

(5) Ship delays 

a) Pilotage records, show cargo vessels delayed over 400 hours at minimum 
cost of $75 per hour, over 11-month period. Tank ships delayed in 
this time more than 600 hours at a cost of no less than $101 per hour. 

») Mention slow down of ships approaching bar, especially tankers, so as 
to arrive on flood tide and secure greater depth on bar. Hidden cost. 
Respectfully submitted. 
COLUMBIA RIVER Bar PILots. 


Mr. Writrr. Our next witness is one of our most distinguished citi- 
zens of the Northwest, Mr. Marshall Dana. He was for many years, 
until his retirement, editor of the Portland Journal, one of the largest 
dailies in the Northwest and is the assistant to the president of the 
United States National Bank of Portland, one of our large financial 
Institutions. 

Mr. Ancety. May I say to my colleagues on the committee that I 
have known Marshall Dana for many years. He is, as Mr. White 
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just said, one of our very outstanding citizens. He has had long ex- 
perience as one of the editors of the ‘Oregon Journal which has done 
remarkable work in civic and public undertakings in the past and is 
continuing to do so now. 

Weare very happy to have you with us, Marshall. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL DANA, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL BANK, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Dana. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, may I 
in partial compensation of, or in deference to the ex xigencies of time, 
prepare and submit for the record a more extended statement than the 
comment I am about to make # 

Mr. AncEeLL. Without objection, that will be permitted. 

Mr. Dana. As Mr. White has said, I had many years of experience 
as a newspaperman working in campaigns for the improvement of the 
channel from the sea to Portland and Vancouver, and for the deepen- 
ing of the harbor entrance; and latterly for the improvement of the 
Columbia River and the development of its harbor. 

I served in the early 1930’s under Presidential appointment as re- 
gional adviser in the revocery program for the four Pacific Northwest 
States of Montana, Idaho, W ashington, and Oregon. About the 
same time I served four terms as preside nt of the National Reclama- 
tion Association. It is from this background and from my present 
connection as assistant to the president of the United States National 
Bank, having its head office and some 40 branches in Oregon, that 
I now speak. 

l‘irst, Mr. Chairman, may I express on behalf of our citizens an 
appreciation that the members of this committee visited the mouth of 
the river and saw for themselves the conditions there. That, together 
with the indefatigable research and analysis of the Army engineers, 
has really prepared our case. We are here to confirm and to support 
it. We would like to submit that this is a region in the youth of its 
growth, with the greater part of its future still to come. We have a 
population growth that has exceeded 38 percent and is nearly 40 per- 
cent in the States of Oregon and Washington in the last census period. 
We have added in the last few years some 9 million people to the Pa- 
cific Coast States. In the 30 years’ period we have added 92 percent 
to the population of Oregon and 74 percent to the population of 
Washington and 35 percent to the population of Idaho. 

Here we have the productive area which loads the ships that sail in 
und out of the Columbia harbor entrance. Here we have the justifica- 
tion for the physical facilities that are absolutely essential. Here 
we have at the harbor entrance a vital connecting link between the 
tributary producing country and the markets that are made accessible 
throughout the world. 

I must state that the axiom that a chain is no stronger than its 
weakest link was never better demonstrated than on the Columbia 
s irbor entrance, for when a loaded ship strikes bottom on the Colum- 
bia River bar it strikes a blow at every farm, every industry, every 
port, and every community in the Columbia Basin. 

We are thoroughly in sympathy with the administration move to 
economize and in ‘regard to public improvements. But we would like 
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to propose that a line be drawn between the necessary and the unnec- 
essary. 

Here is commerce that is in the billion-dollar class. Back of that 
commerce are the products of the farms and the forests of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, back of those physical facts are the 
people; and I know those people. I know of their plans, and I know 
of their development of the farms and of the experience of the irri- 
gated areas, because that has been my own life for many years. I 
know that they are looking forward to a future that will be more 
secure and more contributive to their own prosperity, and that of the 
Nation as a whole, if we maintain the harbor entrance depths. 

[ had a good deal of experience in the appeals and the fight, which 
was a good, hard fight, for the deepening of the harbor entrance. I 
had the privilege of bei ‘ing instrumental in having William Bailey, an 
engineer, go aboard the 7'%itanic on the Mercy Bar at Liverpool and 
there see how this vessel could handle 10,000 tons of spoil from 
dredging from the Mercy Bar, which was one of the most violent, and 
dispose of the whole in 50 minutes, and thus come back and give us 
the evidence which led to the installing of two 40-inch pumps on the 
old dredger Chinook, which were transferred from the old vessel U/. 8 
Grant to add to the two pumps that she already had. She went down 
on the bar and broke up the hardpan, most of which was carried out 
to sea by the current, aided by the closing of the jetties, until, as it 
has been testified to here, we got 48 feet at low water. 

Ships could come and go by day and night then, with a facility 
and expedition that is now impossible. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a crippled harbor entrance. It badly needs 
surgery and the wherewithal to pay the bill for the doctor. It is in 
that behalf, speaking for the farmers, for the forests, for the pro- 
ductive areas, and for the whole of the Pacific Northwest that I submit 
this statement thismorning. I have a confidence, sir, that this reason- 
able request will be granted in behalf of the economy and of the people 
of the Columbia Basin. 

Mr. Aneett. Mr. Dana, on behalf of the committee I want to 
thank you for your very fine statement. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of Mr. 
Dana ? 

Mr. Brecker. I would like to make this observation: I was inter- 
ested in the statement you made that you were entirely in sympathy 
with the administration’s attempt to economize. I congratulate you 
on that. It seems to be approved by everyone throughout the country 
who is very much concerned. But everybody believes that their proj- 
ect is absolutely essential to their area. That not only applies to 
this committee, but to the many other things that come before us in 
the House. Everyone wants to economize, but “Not with our 
project.’ 

Mr. Dana. I am very happy, Mr. Congressman, that you recog- 
nize, as we do, the essentials. 
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STATEMENT BY MARSHALL N. DANA, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, UNITED STATES 
NATIONAL BANK, PORTLAND., OREG. 


There is an inseparable link between the economy of the Columbia Basin and 
the harbor entrance at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

From pioneer times, when the principal yield of the soil came in the form 
of furs, access to foreign markets—notably England—was wholly provided by 
the vessels that crossed the bar and ascended the Columbia to the Hudson’s Bay 
trading post at Vancouver. 

As the settlers of the covered wagon tilled the soil and made it productive, 
the yield of the fields and of the forests became the basis of commerce carried 
by the oceangoing vessels that plied in and out of the Columbia. 

The early pressure for the improvement and deeping of the harbor entrance 
came from the land and from the pioneer businesses and industries that con- 
verted the products of the land into merchantable form. That pressure grew 
as the wheatfields of eastern Oregon and of eastern Washington began to pour 
their flood of grain down the water level routes of the Columbia, both by railway, 
waterway, and highway. 

The construction of the south and of the north jetties, and the operation of the 
dredge Chinook, represented the triumph of a strenuous and long-sustained cam- 
paign not only against governmental inertia but against actual opposition. 

But it was when, through the combined effect of these improvements, the 
channel deepened to near 50 feet at lower low water, that the reports of the 
Columbia attained world rating and the day of modern commerce could fairly be 
said to have dawned. 

However, port facilities do not maintain themselves automatically and it was 
during and after the World War when resources were diverted elsewhere that the 
jetty was battered by the waves and the harbor entrance became obstructed 
again by the silt which the Columbia itself had brought from its far interior. 

We have today a crippled harbor entrance which badly needs surgery and 
the wherewithal to pay the doctor’s bill. 

Whenever a loaded ship strikes on the Columbia River bar, it strikes a blow 
at every farm, port, industry, and community of the Columbia Basin. 

The deepening of the harbor entrance in accordance with pending legisla- 
tion is a necessary balancing factor in a development that otherwise involves 
great generation of hydroelectric power, the improvement of the channel of the 
Columbia, and of the Willamette, for navigation, and the development of out- 
standing land and water projects. 

The Columbia Basin project linked in water supply and in power to Grand 
Coulee Dam, together with the Willamette Basin project involving an ultimate 
of some 20 dams and reservoirs for the flood control and irrigation of that rich 
valley, constitute the economic equivalent of 2 new States. 

It can be readily understood, therefore, that the pressure from the Columbia 
Basin for an adequate harbor entrance and a channel to the sea has attained 
modern proportions. 

Some 75 million bushels of wheat, about half of the yield of the Columbia 
Basin, are shipped to the ports of the Columbia for export. This area produces 
17 percent of the Nation’s wheat; more than 20 percent of the fruit, including 
30 percent of the apples. It produces 20 percent of sugar beets; more than 
30 percent of the cherries; 40 percent of the pears, and other products in 
proportion. 

The soil is generally fertile and the yields are well above the national average. 

We produce annually 1,699,000 tons of potatoes; nearly 30 million bushels of 
barley; 26 million bushels of oats; and 46,416,000 carloads of fresh fruit. 

In two important respects the Pacific Northwest stands first—in potential hydo- 
electric power and in forest resources. 

And, for example, in the Pacific Northwest you will find nearly 26 percent 
more cattle per average farm. The production per milking cow is 11.7 percent 
above the national average. Even the chickens lay more eggs; 24.7 percent 
more per hen. And the turkeys amount to 358.9 percent more per farm than 
the national average. 

Even the fleeces of the sheep weigh on the average 13 percent more than the 
national average. 

This area is a market for manufactured products: 26.9 percent more auto- 
mobiles per farm than the national average; 66.5 percent more motor trucks; 
and 25.4 percent more tractors. 
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Ninety-one and seven-tenths percent of the farms in the Pacific Northwest 
or 178,000—are electrified and this too is a favorable comparison with the 78.3 
percent representing the national average. 

The region is in the virile youth of its growth. There has been a population 
increase of 92 percent in Oregon during the past 30 years, of 74 percent in Wash- 
ington, and of 35 percent in Idaho. 

The Pacific coast has added 9 million people which constitutes a broad ex- 
pansion of the market for all Pacific Northwest products. 

There is still in prospect as an addition to our present 13% million acres of 
cropland some 8 million acres susceptible of irrigation. 

The shoaling harbor entrance is a limiting factor upon the growth of the 
Columbia Basin States and yet the cost of dredging to a 48-foot depth is only 
a fraction of the tangible values that would be increased by the proposed 
improvement. 

We suffer another limiting factor in high transcontinental freight rates with 
the breaking point at the hundredth meridian, and a deep, wide, and safe harbor 
entrance and ship channel go far to compensate for this handicap. 

It is a provable axiom that while mountains divide, rivers unite people. The 
Columbia’s water level routes make of the Pacific Northwest an economic unit. 
The interests of farms, industries, ports, and communities are inseparably 
interconnected. 

An editorial published in the Oregon Journal states the case effectively for 
adequate improvement of the Columbia Harbor entrance without further loss 
of time. I quote: “The Journal believes that improvement of the Columbia River 
channel, particularly clearing out the bar at the mouth, is one of the most 
important public works projects in the entire Pacific Northwest this year. 

“We believe this because it affects more people and has more impact upon the 
economy of the region than projects costing many times more. We believe this 
because the benefits, both direct and indirect, are so great, with relation to the 
cost, that the project has impelling appeal. It’s a natural. 

“This view is shared by the Portland Chamber of Commerce, which has.made 
Columbia navigation improvements its major project for 1953. It is shared by 
the port of Portland and the commission of public docks. It is shared by our 
congressional delegations, by shippers and river pilots, by port authorities from 
Astoria to the Inland Empire. 

As public works projects go, the corps of engineers proposal for deepening 
the Columbia entrance and adding another jetty is smali—only $81 million is 
involved. 

“When one considers the benefits of oceangoing and river tug and barge ship- 
ping—some 11 million tons annually—the cost is insignificant. It is no more than 
z big freighters or 2 oil tankers would cost. 

‘But the benefits, in service and freight-rate savings on petroleum products, 
wheat, lumber, chemicals, phosphate rock, fuel, paper and paper products and 
the thousand and one things that make up our waterborne commerce, are meas- 
ured in millions annually. We could pay for 2 or 3 Columbia channel improve- 
ment projects, such as the one at issue, with the annual savings made possible 
to the people of the region and the Nation.” 

Surely, when the locks for MeNary and The Dalles dams are being equipped 
for the passage of barges carrying a thousand tons of freight, and when the up- 
ward movement is gaining in volume and value, it is only logical that the harbor 
entrance should be proportionately effective 

When we speak of increased project depth and better maintenance, we are 
talking about the safe passage of ships, but we are also talking about the cargo 
that loads the ships that comes from the farms and the forests which maintain 
the carriers and justify the improvements. 

But, back of all of these, we are talking about the people whose homes and 
farms and industries are pledged to the future of this country, and whose 
weifare is also linked to the effectiveness of the facilities which are provided 
to enable them to live and carry on their enterprises at the American standard. 


Mr. Becker. I like the State of Oregon, I will tell you that, while I 
come from Long Island. 


Mr. Wurre. I cannot help but remarking, on listening to Mr. Dana’s 
testimony, and I trust the committee observed the difference in volume 
between the dean of our newspaper editors of the Northwest and the 
dean of our bar pilots. 


% 
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Is Mr. Julius R. Jensen, manager of the Cowlitz Industrial Bureau 
of Longview, representing the port of Vancouver, the port of Long- 
view, Longview Chamber of Commerce, the Weyerhaeuser Timber 
Co., and other industries located on the Washington State side of the 
Columbia River, here ? 

Mr. AnceLi. We are very happy to hear you, Mr. Jensen. 


STATEMENT OF JULIUS R. JENSEN, MANAGER, COWLITZ INDUS- 
TRIAL BUREAU, LONGVIEW, WASH., REPRESENTING PORT OF 
LONGVIEW, PORT OF VANCOUVER, LONGVIEW CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, WEYERHAEUSER TIMBER CO., ETC. 


Mr. JENSEN. I have some statements I would like briefly to run 
through and some statements which I would like to file, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. That may be permitted. 

Mr. Jensen. The industries and communities of the lower Columbia 
River area of the State of Washington recognize the necessity of deep- 
ening the channel of the Columbia River at its mouth. In fact, their 
dollar-for-dollar investment and the thousands of industrial employees 
on their payrolls, which amount to $100 million annually, make the 
recommendations of the United States Army engineers, as shown in 
House Document 249, 83d Congress, 2d session, imperative. 

Since 1918, the year the last major work of establishing a 40-foot 
channel at the bar across the mouth of the Columbia River, an entire 
new city has been born. I refer to Longview, Wash., which has a 
population of over 23,000 and is the major city, industrially, of 
Cowlitz County. 

Also since 1918 industries have invested over $12,590,210 in Cowlitz 
County, Wash., plants on the Columbia. These plants have created 
an existing annual payroll of over $41 million to almost 9,000 em- 
ployees. ‘These figures do not include services and trades payrolls, 
but to them should be added the invested public moneys of the port 
of Longview of approximately $5 million. 

In the area served by the port of Longview are the world’s two 
largest lumber mills, Long Bell Lumber Co. and W eyerhaeuser Tim- 
ber Co., plus one of the world’s largest produce ers of kraft paper and 
pep eae products, Longview F ibre Co., in addition to Re synolds 

Metals Co., who have an aluminum reduction plant at Longview, the 
aluminum extrusion plant of Alcoa, and, of course, the agricultural 
commodities, plus the byproducts of timber resources that are moved 
on the Columbia. 

We quote from Weyerhaeuser : 

Seventy-two million feet of lumber moved from our Longview plant each 
year * * * approximately 5 million feet of plywood products * * * 2,500 tons 
of pulp by deep-draft vessels * * *. We bring in over our dock on deep-draft 
vessels approximately 5,500 tons of sulfur and 360,000 barrels of bunker oil 
annually * * * major part of waterborne shipments go to the Atlantic coast, 
export, and Alaska with a small portion to California. 

The port of Longview has developed the fact that 20 small saw- 
mills, exclusive of Long Bell and Weyerhaeuser, within an area 20 
miles south, 50 miles north, and 50 miles east, have a rated daily 
capacity of 1,175,000 FBM. The type of lumber produced by these 
20 small mills is known as green dimension and runs in size from 1 by 
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4 to 2 by 12 inches, in lengths of 8 to 40 feet. This is second-growth 
fir, hemlock, and cedar and is heavier in weight than old growth 
which has been dry-kilned; therefore it must seek a water rate which 
is based on FBM rather than rail rates which are based on actual 
weight. 

The Longview Fibre Co. was established in 1927 as an integrated 
pulp and paper mill manufacturing wrapping paper, paper bags, 
paper towels, and container board. “One of the primary reasons for 
the establishment of this plant was availability of oceangoing trans- 
portation. During the early years the mi ijority of this plant’s output 
was shipped via intercoastal water carrier to Springfield, Mass., via 
Boston, through the port of Longview. 

The Longview Fibre Co. states that: 

This plant now produces approximately 750 tons of paper products per day 
for a total of approximately 260,000 tons per year. However, in recent years 
our shipments via water carriers have declined. 

This company further states that: 

Our principal intercoastal tonnage now consists of wrapping paper in rolls, 
18 inches or over in diameter, destined to the east coast of the United States 
for remanufacture into paper bags. In 1953 we shipped a total of 9,959 tons 
via intercoastal water carriers through the port of Longview. The increases in 
rail rates during the past decade have forced us to ship via the type of carrier 
giving us the lowest freight cost, and naturally that has been via intercoastal 
water carrier. If we did not have intercoastal water service, we would more 
than likely be forced to withdraw from this eastern United States market, since 
this product could not compete in that market under today’s high rail freight 
costs 

We are also very dependent upon ocean transportation of bunker fuel oil 
which, during 1953, amounted to 179,880 barrels or approximately 31,479 tons. 
This bunker fuel oil was transported from California origin in large tankers 
to us via the port of Longview. 

Timber alone is by no means the entire industrial ae on the 
Washington State side of the lower Columbia River area 

A partial list of Washington State industries in this area is 6 pulp 
and paper product plants; 8 plywood, veneer, and hardboard plants; 
2 aluminum plants (Reynolds Metals on plant at Longview 
and Alcoa extrusion plant at Vancouver) ; 13 chemical plants in addi- 
tion to multimillion bushel grain elevators at the ports of Vancouver 
and Longview. 

The city of Vancouver, Wash., is the largest Washington city on the 
Columbia and the fourth largest city in the State. It is located 90 
miles upstream from the mouth of the Columbia. Vancouver, and 
the port of Vancouver, are located at the natural head of the deep 
ocean-going navigation of this second important river in the United 
States. 

In this Vancouver area are also world-known industries such as 
Aluminum Company of America, Carborundum Co., Crown Zeller- 
bach Co., and the largest grain elevators west of the Mississippi River. 

The port of Vancouver is also a municipal corporation of the State 
of Washington and embraces a district of 105 square miles. This port 
is also served by four transcontinental railroads. Mr. K. M. Enge- 
bretsen, manager of the port of Vancouver, in his petition for the 
approval of the project under consideration, has stated : 


The port of Vancouver is a substantial part of the comprehensive plan entered 
into by the Federal Government, the port’s total cost in connection with local 
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channel improvements being approximately one-half million dollars, while that 
spent by the Federal Government being in excess of $11 million. 


Mr. Engebretsen further contends: 


The Federal Government has added to their comprehensive plan in the interest 
of navigation and power multipurpose dams which undoubtedly will have a pro- 
found bearing upon the development of Pacific Northwest industry, particularly 
those dependent upon hydroelectric power and water transportation. Locally, 
it has had the effect of bringing to our particular district the largest aluminum 
plant in the world, the largest grain elevator west of the Mississippi, the Carbo- 
rundum Co.’s only tidewater plant, 4 paper conversion plants and 1 of the largest 
paper plants in the Northwest, 2 chemical companies, and numerous smaller 
industries. 

Further, due to Columbia navigation and power, 14 industrial con- 
cerns, employing 4,000 people and producing a $10 million annual pay- 
roll on port property valued at $25 million, are now active. 

The Pacific Northwest is known as the fastest growing area of the 
United States. Its increases in population, 1950 census over 1940 cen- 
sus, have been greater than any other State or States in the Union. 
The raw materials available in the area in the way of natural resources, 
such as timber, minerals, and the indestructible raw material of water, 
lend credence to the fact that its industrial activity today is only a 
token of its potential. Therefore, without existing industries, their 
payrolls, which are the lifeblood of the people involved, make it both 
logical and imperative that the correction of the channel at the mouth 
of the Columbia River be accomplished. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Jensen by members of the committee ? 

Mr. Macs. I saw your community of Longview when it was a cow 
pasture some 30 years ago, and now you have 23,000 people there. It 
is the same rate of growth that has occurred in the city of Vancouver. 

This inland development in Washington is certainly due to the ex- 
pansion of the aluminum industry and the grain refineries, and things 
of that kind. 

Mr. Jensen. In the aluminum industry, when you think of the po- 
tential of bauxite, and alumina, it is just tremendous. 

Mr. AnGetxi. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 

Without objection, your documents may be filed for the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


LonGview Frsre Co., 
Longview, Wash., March 1, 1954. 
Mr. JuLius JENSEN, 
Manager, Cowlitz County Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. JENSEN: We are very much in favor of the report made by United 
States engineers on October 1, 1952, recommending the establishment of a 48- 
foot channel, one-half mile wide, at the mouth of the Columbia River. This 
letter will set forth our interest in this project and also authorize you to present 
these facts to the Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives at 
the March 4, 1954, hearing to be held in Washington, D. C. 

The Longview Fibre Co., located on the Columbia River at Longview, Wash., 
was established in 1927 as an integrated pulp and paper mill, manufacturing 
wrapping paper, paper bags, paper towels, and container board. One of the pri- 
mary reasons for the establishment of this plant at Longview, Wash., was the 
availability of ocean transportation. During the early years of operation, the 
majority of the plant output was shipped via intercoastal water carrier through 
the port of Longview to Springfield, Mass., via Boston. 
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This plant now produces approximately 750 tons of paper products per day 
for a total of approximately 260,000 tons per year; however, in recent years our 
shipments via water carriers have declined. 

Our principal intercoastal tonnage now consists of wrapping paper in rolls, 
18 inches or over in diameter, destined to the east coast of the United States for 
remanufacture into paper bags. In 1953 we shipped a total of 9,959 tons via 
intercoastal water carriers through the port of Longview. The increases in 
rail rates during the past decade have forced us to ship via the type of carrier 
giving us the lowest freight cost, and naturally that has been via intercoastal 
water carrier. If we did not have intercoastal water service, we would more 
than likely be forced to withdraw from this eastern United States market, 
since this product could not compete in that market under today’s high rail 
freight costs. 

We are also very dependent upon ocean transportation of bunker fuel oil 
which, during 1953, amounted to 179,880 barrels or approximately 31,479 tons. 
This bunker fuel oil was transported from California origin in large tankers to 
us via the port of Longview. 

The continued growth of our operation here at Longview, Wash., and the 
growth of our corrugated shipping container plants, located at Oakland and 
Los Angeles in California, could develop substantial tonnage that may move 
via coastal water carriers at some future time. 

Yours very trulwv 
LONGVIEW FIBRE Co., 
A. M. Cloninger 
A. M. Cronineer, Trafic Manager. 


PorT oF LONGVIEW, 
Longview, Wash., February 27, 1954. 
Mr. Junius R. JENSEN, 
Vanager, Cowlitz County Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Sir: This letter will serve as your authority to represent the Port of 
Longview before the Public Works Committee of the United State House of 
Representatives at Washington, D. C., on March 4, 1954, at a hearing concerning 
the proposed improvement of the ship channel at the mouth of the Columbia River 
to a depth of 48 feet and a minimum width of one-half mile. 

The Port of Longview is a municipal corporation organized under the laws of 
the State of Washington. The Port District comprises the northern two-thirds 
of Cowlitz County, Wash., in which is located the cities of Longview, Kelso, 
and Castle Rock, Wash 

The port owns and operates marine terminal facilities located at Longview, 
Wash., in which is invested public moneys to fhe total of approximately $5 
million 

Very truly yours, 
Port OF LONGVIEW, 
H. B. Hart, Manager. 


LONGVIEW CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Longview, Wash., March 1, 1954. 
Mr. JuLius R. JENSEN, 
Manager, Cowlitz County Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. Jensen: This is your authority to represent the Longview Chamber 
of Commerce at the March 4 public hearing before the Public Works Committee 
of the House of Representatives at Washington, D. C., for the purpose of approval 
of the recommendations for the improvement of the Columbia River at its mouth. 

This organization has gone on record supporting the United States Army engi- 
neers report of October 1, 1952, on Columbia River mouth as shown on House 
Document No. 249 of the 83d Congress, 2d session. Prior to the time of the 
report, we have repeatedly urged these navigational improvements. 

We would like to call to your attention that Longview, a planned city, was 
brought into being by the Long-Bell Lumber Co., and it became a legal entity, 
‘fficially, in February 1924, 6 years after the original 40-foot channel at the 
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mouth of the Columbia River was completed. Since that time approximately 
£112,590,210 of industrial plants have been established, furnishing a payroll of 
$41,332,101.47 annually to 8,985 employees. One of the basic reasons for the 
founding of this industrial community was the potential deepwater transporta- 
tion facilities. This same logic was accepted by other large firms which came 
here shortly after, such as Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., Reynolds Metals Co., Long- 
view Fibre Co., and many smaller ones in the pulp, paper, and lumber trades. 

These companies are at a disadvantage because modern day deepwater vessels 
require a deeper draft. Therefore to guarantee the continuance and maintain 
the potential of the industrial growth in this lower Columbia River area, we 
must establish an improved mouth and a channel in this major waterway here in 
the Pacific Northwest. 

Those members of the Public Works Committee who visited Longview in 1953 
are well aware of the volume of tonnage and the dependence of present and 
future industry on the imports, exports, coastal and intercoastal shipments to and 
from this area, made possible only by the Columbia River. 

We urge this important Public Works Committee to effect this physical im- 
provement at the mouth of the Columbia River for the sake of the peoples of 
this area in peacetime and in times of defense. 

Respectfull yours, 
GeorcE F’. Rutnu, President. 


WEYERHAEUSER TIMBER CO., 
Longview, Wash., February 26, 1954. 
Mr. Juiius R. JENSEN, 
fanager, Cowlitz County Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. JENSEN: This letter is your authorization to represent the Weyer- 
haeuser Timber Co., Longview branch, at the hearing to be held on March 4, 
1954, in Washington, D. C., by the Public Works Committee of the House of 
Representatives concerning the deepening of the Columbia River. 

It is our opinion that all industrial concerns depending in any measure on 
water transportation to move their products or receiving raw materials by 
water should support the recommendations made by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors in seeking authorization from the Congress of the United 
States for appropriations to establish a 48-foot channel, one-half mile wide, at 
the mouth of the Columbia River. 

It might be well for you to have a few facts pertinent to this plant’s operation 
in connection with waterborne traffic. Some 72 million feet of lumber is moved 
by water from our Longview plant each year and approximately 5 million feet of 
plywood products and 2,500 tons of pulp are moved by deep-draft vessels. We 
bring in over our dock 360,000 barrels of bunker oil each year. The major part 
of our waterborne shipments go to the Atlantic coast, export, and the territory 
of Alaska with a small portion going to California. 

As far as we know, there has been no change made in the depth or width of 
the channel of the Columbia River mouth since 1918 at which time a 40-foot 
depth and one-half mile width channel was completed. Since that time, we have 
had deeper draft vessels and more traffic in and out of the river. Since the 
war, the Columbia River bar has been given some discredit due to wrecks, time 
loss, and loss of life during unfavorable weather in this piece of water. For 
this reason, we believe every effort should be made to see that the recommenda- 
tions of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors meet with favorable 
action by the Congress of the United States. 

Very truly yours, 
H. BE. Morean, Manager. 


Tue Lonc-BeL_t LUMBER Co., 
Longview, Wash., February 25, 1954. 
Mr. Ju.ius R. JENSEN, 
Vanager, Cowlitz Industrial Bureau, Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. JENSEN: I understand that the matter of a 48-foot channel, one-half 
mile wide, at the mouth of the Columbia River is now up for consideration before 
governmental authorities in Washington. I understand this particular channel 
was recommended by the United States engineers in a report which they rendered 
39263—54—vol. 1 41 
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October 1, 1952, and that this recommendation has been renewed for active 
and favorable consideration on the part of the present session of Congress. 

The extensive operations of our company here at Longview need no elabora- 
tion in this letter, nor do those of other lumber companies on the Columbia River 
and the various tributaries thereof. Not only lumber but various other in- 
dustries depend in a measure upon water transportation as well as rail trans- 
portation. Consequently the mighty Columbia, in my opinion, needs a deeper 
channel so as to make possible the movement of heavy draft ships to various 
waterfront ports in the Columbia Basin. 

Not only does this seem necessary from the standpoint of present status of 
industry in the Columbia Basin, but with the development of additional hydro- 
electric power industries of various kinds will grow and must have adequate 
water transportation. 

Our company’s operations here at Longview are such that we anticipate in the 
future getting into the importation of hardwood lumber and logs of various 
species for their further refinement in our plant and from here distributed to 
the markets throughout the country. The handling of such a product is of neces- 
sity one of economic cargo carriers and not of the light draft schooner type. 

We are not now prepared to give an elaborate report on matters relating to 
the advantages of a deep channel and we can only say that it will benefit and 
will help in the growth of the Columbia Basin and all its tributaries and the 
development of this deep channel should be supported, and has our support, as 
a sound project worthy of proper and due consideration on the part of authorities 
in Washington governing such matters 

Yours very truly, 
J. M. Wuire, President. 


LONGVIEW CONCRETE PIPE Co., 
Longview, Wash., February 26, 1954. 
Mr. JuLrus R. JENSEN, 
Manager, Cowlitz County Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. JENSEN: It is our understanding that you are planning to attend a 
hearing in Washington, D. C., on March 4, concerning the deepening of the 
Columbia River at its mouth. 

As we have discussed with you in the past, we are very much interested in 
the development of the Columbia River. As you know, we are dependent 100 
percent on barge delivery of sand and gravel to keep our plant in operation, 
which material comes from the Willamette River down the Columbia. I might 
mention that our average yearly consumption represents approximately 200 
barges. This material is used to furnish the Longview-Kelso area with all con- 
crete products such as sewers, culverts, concrete septic tanks, and also readymix 
econerete used in this district. 

Therefore, we will appreciate your expressing to the Public Works Committee 
of the House of Representatives our views regarding the deepening of the Colum- 
bia River 

Very truly yours 
Grorce F. Roursg, 
Assistant Vice President. 


Cow.itz CouNTYy ASSESSOR, 
Kelso, Wash., February 27, 1954. 
Mr. Jutius R. JENSEN, 
Vanager, Cowlitz Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

Dear Mr. JENSEN: The following will give you a record of the full valuations 
(100 percent) for the following companies, Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., Long-Bell 
Lumber Co., Longview Fibre Co., Reynolds Metals Co., Pacific Strawboard and 
Paper Co., Lynch Lumber Co., M. & M. Plywood Co., Standard Paper Box Co., 
Columbia River Veneer Co., Standard Oil Co., and Owens Illinois Glass Co. 

The full 100-percent valuation for the above is $112,590,210. This value does 
not include the timber holding of the large companies. 

Yours very truly, 


WaALter W. TRANTOW, 
Assessor, Cowlitz County Courthouse. 


P. S.—The above values are all in Cowlitz County along the Columbia River. 
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Port OF VANCOUVER, 
Vancouver, Wash., February 27, 1954. 
Mr. JuLIUs R. JENSEN, 
Manager, Cowlitz Industrial Bureau, 
Longview, Wash. 

DreAR Sir: This letter will serve as your authority to represent the port of 
Vancouver, Vancouver, Wash., at the hearing of the Rivers and Harbors Sub- 
committee of the Public Works Committee in Washington, D. C., on March 4, 
1954, concerning authorization of a 48-foot channel at the Columbia River mouth. 

The port of Vancouver, a municipal corporation of the State of Washington, 
was organized in 1912 under authority of the laws of the State of Washington. 
The district embraces approximately 105 square miles, including the city of 
Vancouver, and is strategically located from the standpoint of port development, 
not only in the establishment of cargo-producing industrial concerns, but in the 
accolumodation of waterborne cargo. Since the inception of its terminal fa- 
cilities and the improvement of a deep ship channel to Vancouver, this port 
with its rail, water, and highway transportation facilities has enjoyed a very 
material industrial growth. Vancouver is served by four transcontinental rail- 
ways, and is the junction point north, south, east, and west of the principal 
highways serving the Pacific Northwest. Adequate facilities for transportation 
by water, added to rail and highway transportation, have assured industry 
locating at this point of the ready movement of both raw materials and finished 
products to and from their plants. Being the farthest inland seaport on the 
Columbia River as yet utilized by oceangoing vessels, Vancouver enjoys a dis- 
tinct advantage as point of interchange for the transhipment of river cargo to 
deep-sea carriers, serving the tremendous hinterland of Washington, Oregon, 
Idaho, and Montana. 

The port of Vancouver is a substantial part of the comprehensive plan entered 
into by the Federal Government, the port’s total cost in connection with local 
channel improvements being approximately one-half million dollars, while that 
spent by the Federal Government being in excess of $14 million. 

During times of national emergency. both during World War I and World 
War II and during the Korean conflict, the port of Vancouver played a major 
part in the movement of critical cargoes necessary for the prosecution of these 
wars 

At the present time, the United States Maritime Commission is operating the 
Kaiser Vancouver shipyard on a standby basis, being used in addition as a dis- 
tribution point for equipment to the Pacific and European theaters, including 
Alaska, under the supervision of the Seattle Port of Embarkation. 

The Federal Government has added to their comprehensive plan in the interest 
of navigation and power multipurpose dams which undoubtedly will have a 
profound bearing upon the development of Pacific Northwest industry, particu- 
larly those dependent upon hydroelectric power and water transportation. 
Locally, it has had the effect of bringing to our particular district the largest 
aluminum plant in the world, the largest grain elevator west of the Mississippi, 
the Carborundum Co.’s only tidewater plant, 4 paper-conversion plants, and 1 
of the larger paper plants in the Northwest, 2 chemical companies, and numerous 
smaller industries. The port itself has some 14 industrial concerns on its own 
property, employing approximately 4,000 people and producing a payroll of 
slightly over $10 million annually. Industrial development on port property 
has a valuation of $25 million. It should be noted that the two ports of Long- 
view and Vancouver on the Washington side of the Columbia River handle as 
much combined cargo as the great port of San Francisco, Calif. 

Certainly the original comprehensive plan has proved most gratifying and 
recent additions of multipurpose dams to the plan, have added approximately 
$8 million in new construction during the year 1953 as a direct result locally 
We strongly urge authorization of the 48-foot channel at the mouth of the 
Columbia River, since this one phase of the comprehensive plan has not kept 
pace with the trend in American shipping toward ships of greater tonnage, 
length, and depth. In fact, there has been a marked decrease in the depth and 
witdth of the channel at its mouth, thereby hampering normal shipping and 
adversely affecting one of the most important port and industrial development 
areas of the Pacific coast, in fact, the Nation. 

A high priority on this one phase of the comprehensive plan is respectfully 
requested, toward which the Federal Government and local interests have co- 
operated so effectively to great mutual benefit. 

Very truly yours, 
K. M. ENGEBRETSEN, Manager. 
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VANCOUVER, WASH., February 26, 1954. 
To the Members 
Public Works Committee, United States Senate, 
Public Works Committee, United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE Sirs: The Vancouver Chamber of Commerce, Inc., of Vancouver, 
W ash., an organization composed of business and professional men and women, 
counting a membership of approximately 525 separate individuals and businesses, 
wish to place ourselves upon the records of this current hearing as being unquali- 
fiedly in support of the vitally necessary improvement at the mouth of the 
Columbia River. In support of this long-needed improvement, we would submit 
the following data concerning Vancouver, Wash.: 

Vancouver, fourth largest city in the State of Washington, is located approxi- 
mately 90 miles upstream from the mouth of the Columbia River and is the 
largest metropolitan city thereon. It is located at the natural head of deep 
oceangoing navigation on this second most important river of the United States 
and drains an area twice as large as France. In its course to the Pacific Ocean, 
it flows through the Cascade Range of mountains which extend from the Cana- 
dian boundary to the northern part of the State of California, and this furnishes 
the only east-west or reverse means of transportational interchange at water- 
grade level existing in the States of Oregon and Washington. Other testimony 
before this hearing will dwell at length upon the economic importance of this 
river to the Pacific Northwest. 

Since 1940, the city of Vancouver, Wash., has shown greater increase jn per- 
centages of population than any city in either of the States of Oregon or Wash- 
ington. Industry, which has located in this area, was attracted in large part, 
by the extremely favorable sites on the Columbia River, the power generated 
thereon and because of the opportunity for access to world distribution of their 
product in the use of this river as a means of transportation. The history of 
the growth of cities demonstrates that navigable rivers have been an important 
factor in the growth and development of any city thus advantageously located. 
The plans of these new and important industries contemplate an increasingly 
greater use of this transportational advantage in the future. 

Two valuable and unprejudiced reports furnish the members of the Public 
Works Committee with ready access to information which have explored the 
benefits to the Nation of this Columbia River Basin in a most complete manner 
and which give statistical attestation to the economic importance of its full 
development. We respectfully refer you to the Review Report on Columbia 
River and Tributaries, by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, better 
known as the 308 Report, and the study, comprising two volumes, titled “The 
Columbia River,” a comprehensive department report on the development of the 
water resources of the Columbia River Basin, made at the behest of the United 
States Department of the Interior. It goes without saying that whatever is 
done in the way of the upstream development of this river is of complete or 
merely fractional value or accomplishment to the same extent that the existing 
barriers to untrammeled access to use of the river are removed at its mouth. 
The analogy of the “neck of the bottle” is most applicable in this case. 

We hope you will agree that the testimony which will be submitted during 
this hearing demonstrates the need for attention being given the removal of 
the hazardous barrier at the mouth of the Columbia River. The development of 
the full transportational possibilities of this river will enable this region to 
answer up to the heavy future demands of agriculture, industry, and general 
business for an unimpeded facility to reach the markets of the world. 


Respectfully submitted. : 
VANCOUVER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC. 


Eart E. Lee, President. 


Mr. Ancett. Mr. White, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Wuire. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is a man of a little 
different type than Captain Ash. Mr. Lew Russell, vice president and 
general manager of the Tidewater-Shaver Barge Lines of Portland, 
who are becoming increasingly more important on the Pacific coast 
in our shipping picture. Mr. Russell. 

Mr. AncEtL. Mr. Russell, the committee is very glad to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF LEW S. RUSSELL, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF TIDEWATER-SHAVER BARGE LINES, PORTLAND, 
OREG. 


Mr. Russett. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, being 
a barge manager may be a little odd in view of my appearing here for 
the de epening of the channel at the mouth of the Columbia River. 
However, it affects our company, which operates on the Columbia and 
the Willamette, and the Snake Rivers area east as far as Pasco, Wash. 
If it were not for the continued commerce over the bar and down the 
Columbia it would not be very practicable to continue operations and 
have available the equipment to handle the products in and out. In 
addition to that, we also operate over the bar occasionally. In fact, 
we average a couple of trips over it a week in and out. It is only in 
recent years that we have done so, but the situation over the bar is so 
definitely a hazardous condition for the deeper draft and larger 
vessels that we most heartily endorse and welcome this opportunity to 
endorse its approval. 

With the continued constructive thinking which we know you gen- 
tlemen will give it we feel that you will work out some way to assist in 
clearing up that bottleneck to our river. 

Thank you. 

Mr. ANGcett. Thank you, Mr. Russell. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any great increase in the amount of grain com- 
ing down the river from eastern Washington and eastern Oregon and 
eastern Idaho? 

Mr. Russexx. On the completion of the McNary Dam, which went 
into effect this year, we anticipate that our grain tonnage by barge 
will double. 

Mr. Mack. What is that tonnage now ? 

Mr. Russeii. The tonnage today is predicated on the shipments to 
the foreign sails. In other words, our barging is that primarily of 
offshore commerce. Last year our company moved in the neighbor- 
hood of somewhere around 90 barges, which would be the equivalent 
of 9,800,000 tons. 

There is another company operating which probably moved more 
than we did. So it is safe to say we are ready, willing, and able to 
move in the neighborhood of 6 or 7 million bushels by river, which is 
certainly an asset to the farmer and a savings to the grower along the 
riverbank. 

Mr. Mack. Is it not true in anticipation of this great increase in 
grain movements from eastern Oregon, eastern Washington, and east- 
ern Idaho, that a number of elevators are being built at such points as 
Longview, Vancouver, and Portland, to handle this expected increase 
in the grain movement ? 

Mr. Russe. Yes, sir. They are really constructing large facilities. 
A new plant is going in in eastern Washington and a new plant for 
river interchange at Pasco, Wash. 

I might add, there are considerable movements in bulk cement in 
quantities. For example, on the Dalles Dam our company will move 
1,600,000 barrels by water to the dam site, which in itself is a savings 
to the Government in the cost of construction, and which amounts to 
quite a sum. You can add to that that we are inaugurating a new 
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operation to bring chemicals in from California by barge. We 
recently committed ourselves to a number of 20 trips a year with an 
interchange at Portland and taking it to Pasco, making it an inland 
empire for the storage point of manufactures. This is a little pre- 
mature, and the figures are general on it. 

Mr. Ancevy. Thank you, Mr. Russell. 

Mr. White, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Wuire. I do not know whether it was modesty or not, but Mr. 
Russell overlooked the fact in telling the committee the story that in 
the last 2 weeks his company lost 2 barges over the bar, which were 
en route from Honolulu to Portland, which made that the third in 
12 months. 

From his company’s standpoint a deeper bar is always quieter and 
the jetties will greatly decrease the turbulence. 

Our next witness is Mr. Chester Moores, vice president of Common- 
wealth, Inc., and a past president of the Portland Chamber of Com- 
merce. His community honored him in electing him first citizen 
several years ago. Mr. Moores. 

Mr. Ancety. We are very happy to have you here, Mr. Moores, and 
I may say to my colleagues he has been a friend of mine for a great 
many years and it is very nice to see him again. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER A. MOORES, VICE PRESIDENT OF 
COMMONWEALTH, INC., PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Moores. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
would probably not like to admit how many years, Homer. 

I am Chester A. Moores, and one of the many vice presidents of 
Commonwealth, Inc., of Portland, Oreg. I am a past president of 
the Portland Chamber of Commerce and still active in this organ- 
ization as a member of its important industries committee. 

I hope you gentlemen will pardon me for revealing a very intriguing 
personal interest in this bar. Forty-five years ago, before Walter 
Norblad was born, I worked in Astoria with a seining crew on Sand 
Island on the bar and saw them loading the boulders to create that 
south jetty. Then 40 years ago I was working on the other great 
paper in our country—not Mr. Dana’s paper—and I recall one of my 
first assignments on the Portland Oregonian was to write a story for 
a New Year’s edition, which was a full-page supplement seven columns 
wide, with illustrations of the facts that Marshall Dana mentioned, 
and I went over and got a photostatic copy of that. I do not know 
whether I should even introduce it. You would probably have to 
get the FBI or one of your investigating committees to go into all of 
the facts. But it does reveal the fact that this bar was supposed to 
have been completed to 40 feet at that time. This is January 1, 1914, 
a little over 40 years ago. 

It re eee th at the south jetty, which solved the problem, had been 
constructed at a total expense of $10,433,000. Of that $10 million, 
$5,000 was iver eater in 1873 for surveys. 

Captain Ash and some of the others have spoken about their ex- 
periences here. I happened to go over that bar last August in Mr. 
White’s sailing boat, and I do not know whether it was one of those 
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grandfather swells the Captain was talking about, but when we were 
crossing the bar we saw one ship in distress, and had to go get the 
Coast Guard to sail them out, because they were in trouble. We didn’t 
have any seasickness and didn’t get into any trouble there. However, 
the fact remains I still have a strong feeling in my heart for this 
river. I am one of these dyed-in-the-wool Oregonians. My father 
went out there in a covered wagon over 100 years ago. 

We have the top engineers ‘of the country come out-there and tell 
us there is nothing in the world than can even be compared to the 
Columbia River. General Itschner’s predecessor, the Assistant Chief 
in charge of civil works here in Washington, said that there is nothing 
in the whole world than can be compared with the Columbia River: 
You don’t realize until you get down on the bar that there are 400 
streams that flow into the Columbia, and that it drops 1,200 feet from 
‘zrand Coulee to the mouth of the river. It has a lot of velocity and 
Captain Ash and those fellows working on the bar have to have a lot 
of help. 

It has been my good fortune to locate a number of important in- 
dustries in the area. I have worked with shipbuilding companies, 
aluminum plants, and other companies, such as the Continental Can 
and the Standard Oil Co. of California, and the Willard Storage 

sattery Co., and a lot of companies of that type. They know the 
importance of w a transportation to the economy of the lower 
Columbia River area. 

We feel our city of Portland would be just a minor inland city if 
we did not have that great port. 

I think one of Mr. Williams’ predecessors, the president of tha 
port of Portland, developed to the satisfaction of everybody that 
Portland would be a city of 92,000 people if we were a seaport with 
this transportation. The memorandum I have turned in for the record 
will give you some of the other facts showing how important it is to 
the various industries in the area to have this channel dredged to a full 
depth of 48 feet, and I will not intrude further on your time, gen- 
tlemen. 

Mr. Ancet.. Thank you for your statement. Your prepared state- 
ment may be received in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Moores is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER A. MOORES, VICE PRESIDENT, COMMONWEALTH, INC., 
PORTLAND OREG. 


My name is Chester A. Moores and I am vice president of Commonwealth, Inc., 
of Portland, Oreg. I am a past president of the Portland Chamber of Com- 
meree and still active in this organization as a member of its important indus- 
tries committee. The business concern with which I am affiliated is one of 
the largest mortgage and property-management firms in the Columbia Basin 
area, with branch offices throughout the State of Oregon and in Richland, Wash., 
and Boise, Idaho. 

Parenthetically, I trust you gentlemen will pardon me for remarking that I 
shall always have an intriguing personal interest in the bar at the mouth of 
the Columbia, because in 1909—45 years ago—while employed as a breachcomber 
in a seining crew on Sand Island, near the entrance to the river, I watched all 
summer long the dumping of great boulders in the building of South Jetty. 

Five years later, as a newspaper reporter, I was given the assignment to 
prepare an article and assemble photographs for a full-page spread in the 
New Year’s edition of the Portland Oregonian, dated January 1, 1914, recording 
the fact that the South Jetty, 7 miles long and containing 6 million tons of rock, 
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had been completed at a cost of $10,443,000 (including $5,000 appropriated way 
back in 1873 for surveys) and that, as heralded in the 7-column banner headline, 
the “Problem of Columbia Bar Solved and 40-Foot Water Assured.” 

In recent years it has been my good fortunte to work with a number of new 
industries that have located in the Portland area, and I know of the importance 
of the availability of water and ocean transportation as a factor which these 
industries take into consideration in making their site selections. It has been 
our privilege to cooperate with some of the largest shipbuilding and aluminum 
companies and with such conceruts as the Electro Metallurgical Co., a division 
of Union Carbide & Carbon Corp.; Container Corporation of America; Conti- 
nental Can Co.; Willard Storage Battery Co.; the Standard Oil Co. of California ; 
and many others in finding them suitable plant locations in the Portland 
metropolitan area. 

The importance of water transportation in the present economy of the lower 
Columbia River area cannot be too strongly emphasized. It is my personal 
opinion that Portland would be a city of minor importance if it had not been 
for the availability of inland waterway and ocean shipping. A large percentage 
of the production of this area is dependent on this low-cost means of transporta- 
tion to intercoastal and foreign markets. I have in mind such products as lum- 
ber, wheat, flour, paper, aluminum, canned goods, ete. A continuation of our 
ocean transportation without undue hazards to navigation, and particularly the 
48-foot channel at the entrance to the Columbia River that is under discussion 
today, is important to the existing industries of the region and also to the future 
growth of this territory. 

An indication of the importance of the availability of deepwater transportation 
to the Portland area is illustrated by the figures developed by the West Coast 
Lumbermen’s Association for shipments of Douglas fir and allied species grown 
west of the Cascade Range in Oregon and Washington. 


1958 orders by type of shipment 


Thousand 

board-feet 

I aia aie erence sniecnc ctl ieaigaitillhe he ieee tad add ds 7, 025, 283 
GORE WINGO isi i isin wh Rishi banttiitibibdehile icialgnthinbbichtiie 1, 400, 174 
We IEE TING cairn cpanneipenbimntsnaipenmpch den niils Atma bnthistielecsnnbin tives 565, 900 
i al lr ee al lala Elina 512, 711 
II is aida svea ims gncchcigteies hsbc icoonenn de ape lip neat debian ts 233, 797 
Te ON ob he Bh ie a 446, 094 
ON cn kcxsochinesitiettststiner seinen ybieuittlgts acs td tae balea etadot 10, 184,959 


It can be seen from this analysis that 3,158,675,000 board-feet, or about 31 
percent of the orders for Douglas fir lumber will be delivered to the market by 
ocean transportation. 

Wheat and flour are also important export commodities from the Pacific 
Northwest. In 1953, according to figures published by the Merchants Exchange 
of Portland, 24,185,951 bushels of wheat were exported from our city, together 
with 115,731,600 pounds of flour from our local flour mills. 

With the exception of hydroelectric energy, this region is deficient in other 
fuel sources. There are no known oil or gas reserves and the low-grade coals 
of Oregon and Washington provide only limited energy sources. Therefore, 
this region is dependent on outside sources of fuel oil, gasoline, and other 
petroleum products, and at the present time practically all of these are being 
brought to the lower Columbia River area by tanker. Merchants Exchange re- 
ports show that 39,793,661 barrels of petroleum products were brought in by 
ship to Portland alone in 1953. 

In addition to the basic timber and agricultural products produced in this 
region, the Pacific Northwest does not have too many other basic resources, 
particularly in the mineral field. There are minor deposits of such materials 
as clay, silica, iron, chrome, and lime but these mineral resources are not of 
too much economic consequence, Therefore, in the long run this region must 
rely to a high degree upon raw materials brought in to this area by ocean trans- 
portation from Alaska, the Philippines, Australia, and other points in the Pa- 
cific Basin. One of our companies is now bringing in manganese for use in 
the production of ferromanganese and we can look forward to additional im- 
ports of such materials that can be transformed by our low-cost electric energy 
into ferroalloys, alloy steels, and other such electrometallurgical products. 
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Portiand’s caustic soda-chlorine plant is also dependent on ocean transporta- 
tion for its principal raw material—salt. Merchants Exchange figures show 
that this one industry brought in 94,904,700 pounds of salt from the bay area 
in California in 1953 by freighter. If deepwater transportation had not been 
available, I doubt if this industry ever would have located in the Portland area 

The paper mills in the lower Columbia River area are also dependent on sul- 
fur shipped in from the gulf coast by ocean transportation. Uast year (1953) 
a total of 42,017,605 pounds of this basic resource was shipped into Portland 
Harbor alone. 

Approximately 40 percent of the virgin aluminum in the United States is pro- 
duced in the Pacific Northwest, with 3 of the 6 major plants located on the 
lower Columbia River. In addition the Harvey Machine Co., of Torrance, 
Calif., has announced it will build an aluminum reduction plant at The Dalles, 
Oreg., which is also on the Columbia River. At the present time all these 
aluminum companies are bringing their basic raw material, alumina, to the 
Pacific Northwest by railroad freight in trainload lots. Looking into the fu- 
ture, it seems almost certain that these companies may find it profitable to 
import the raw bauxite ores from South America or the Netherland Bast Indies 
and convert it into alumina somewhere on deepwater in this region. 

I wish I had more time in which to further illustrate the great dependence 
of the lower Columbia River area on ocean transportation at the present time 
and the real need for increased supplies of raw materials which can be brought 
in easily by water for the future growth and development of the area. There 
is no question in anyone’s mind in the eatire Pacific Northwest about the need 
for the 48-foot channel at the entrance of the Columbia River and adequate 
maintenance of the full channel project to Portland and Vancouver, to allow 
this area to continue its growth and to play its part in the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest and the Nation as a whole. 

I thank you. 


Mr. Anceti. Are there any questions of Mr. Moores from members 
of the committee? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, Mr. White, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Wuire. Our next witness is Mr. Herbert G. West, executive 
vice president of the Inland Empire Waterways Association, from 
Walla Walla, Wash., which represents a large segment of our popu- 
iation in the hinterland which supplies the tonn: uge for our port. 

Mr. Ancett. May I say to the committee, Mr. W est, before you 
begin your statement, that as I said a moment ago with "reference to 
the preceding witness, you are an old friend of mine. Everything 
i said about him applies also to Herbert West. He and I have been 
associated for a re of years at Portland before he went to the 
Walla Walla area. I don’t know why he ever left the Portland area 
to go to the Walla Walla, but he will have to explain that himself. 

Mr. West is a man who has as much information about the whole 
Columbia area, the backlands and hinterlands and the development 
of the resources of the Columbia River Valley, as any other man. I 
am sure his statement here today will be a very valuable contribution. 

Our committee has had an epportunity on 2 or 3 occasions to visit 
his area and be entertained by him personally. 

Mr. Mack, did you have something to say ? 

Mr. Mack. I was going to say the same thing you did. I am glad 
to see Mr. West before the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF HERBERT G. WEST, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, WALLA WALLA, 
WASH. 


Mr. West. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Mack. 

I have a great deal of information, gentlemen. 1 will try not 
to be repetitious and will file my state _ nt with you. 

I remember my first appearance before this committee was back 
about 1935, when we were discussing the question of the authorization 
of our 308 report on the river program. A great many of you, and 
I know Judge Mansfield especially, was apprehensive as to whether 
or not the people of the Pacific Northwest would use the facilities we 
were asking for. He wanted to know what contribution we would 
make. I think it is a great pleasure for me to report to you today 
that on the Columbia River we have 21 port districts formed, which 
represents an area of some 10,000 square miles, with an assessed valua- 
tion approximating some $1 billion. Most of them are people who 
constantly have to use the river. 

The great contribution to the farmers of the Pacific Northwest 
could be recited in these two illustrations. One place where water 
competion is effective is in the all-rail rates to Portland, Vancouver, 
and Longview. Today it is some 4 percent less than the 1930 level 
of freight rates. Again, on incoming commodities and on petroleum, 
our joint rail and water and joint truck and water rates are on the 
level of the 1934 freight rates; whereas in that area of our territory 
which does not enjoy the competitive factor of water our rates have 
gone up, as they have all over the country, from 72 percent to 79 
percent, 

So our greatest bottleneck in the development of that area in order 
to make very worthwhile the many millions of dollars appropriated 
and the great program going on, is the Columbia River bar. If we 
cannot get our ships in and we cannot get our ships out, there is very 
little that we can do. So we are very appreciative of the past per- 
Sareanes of this committee and the authorization of this project. 

[ think in connection with the many millions of dollars in improve- 
ment that have been authorized by this Congress and appropriated, 
the rather small sum required to insure the continuation of those 
great benefits for the national welfare is well justified. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. West. 

Are there any questions of Mr. West from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancewx. If not, the prepared statement of Mr. West will be 
received in the record, without objection. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. West is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT G. West, Executive Vice PRESIDENT, INLAND EMPIRE 
WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, REGARDING Prosect DEPTH OVER THE MOUTH OF THE 
CoLUMBIA RIvER, 1954 


My name is Herbert G. West, executive vice president of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association, the main offices and headquarters of which are located 
in Walla Walla, Wash. Ours is an organization composed of farmers, farm 
cooperatives, businessmen, chambers of commerce, public and private power 
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organizations, labor groups, port districts, county and city governments, embrac- 
ing a membership of approximately 60,000 representative of all the territory 
in Oregon, Washington, and northern Idaho, contiguous to the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers. 

Since 1934, the Inland Empire Waterways Association, under the leadership 
of its public-spirited founders, has spearheaded the campaign for comprehensive 
development of the waters of the Pacific Northwest, banding together the many 
independent groups interested in waterway development into an effective force 
for the mobilizing of public opinion. 

The long-range program and objectives of the association carried forward 
unremittingly since its inception almost two decades ago, are (1) to advance 
the interests of the Columbia River watershed by the development of foreign 
and domestic commerce, (2) to develop and broaden the outlets and inlets of 
the territory known as the inland empire of the Pacific Northwest for commerce, 
(8) to forward the development and maintenance of all practicable, navigable 
channels and harbors serving as arteries of transportation, and (4) to formu- 
late and prosecute measures calculated to make common carriers on waterways 
and highways an integral part of the transportation system of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Upon the recommendation of Gen. Thomas M. Robins, division engineer, Corps 
of Engineers, in House Document 704, 54th Congress, June 30, 1937, appears 
this statement: 

“Provision of low-cost water transportation between tidewater and the interior 
will promote the economic security and future development of agriculture and 
industry in the Pacific Northwest and is more or less essential to the success 
of the Federal projects already undertaken with a view to the construction 
and utilization of water resources in the Columbia Basin.” 

In the interior we have recognized that the condition at the mouth of the 
Columbia River can have an unfavorable or favorable effect on the development 
of inland waterway transportation into the heart of the Pacific Northwest in 
the States of Oregon, Idaho, Washington, and Montana. That is why we have 
enthusiastically joined with the port of Portland and other local interests in 
support of an increase of project depth over the mouth of the Columbia River to 
18 feet, as it is necessary to accommodate modern vessels in safety and without 
having to limit cargo loading or wait for suitable tidal conditions as is now 
the case. 

The completion of Bonneville Dam and the opening of the locks, January 1, 
1938, presaged a new transportation era for the Northwest. In 1938, 179,483 
cargo tons passed through Bonneville lock, representing upstream and down- 
stream cargo. In 1952 this had increased 845 percent to 1,524,408 tons. 

setween the mouth of the Columbia River and its confluence with the Snake, 
325 miles upstream, there are 21 port districts in Oregon and Washington with 
an aggregate area of 9,242 square miles. The approximate assessed valuation 
of these districts is approximately $900,000,000. This figure can be favorably 
compared to those issued recently by the Corps of Engineers on the total cost 
of all improvements made from the mouth of the Columbia River to Kennewick. 
This figure has reached the approximate total of $750 million, including final 
construction costs of the Dalles lock and dam and McNary lock and dam, which 
still are under construction. Greatest evidence of this increase of potential 
traffic is the recent announcement that the Northern Pacific Railroad Co. is 
spending some $5 million for yard facilities at Pasco, Wash., largely necessi 
tated by the increase of water traffic. Originally, the cargo on the river con- 
sisted mainly of petroleum products supplemented by downstream wheat cargo. 
The wheat cargo is increasing constantly as new dams are being brought in 
and slack water is made available. 

Recently the farmer members of the North Pacific Grain Growers built a 
1 million-bushel elevator at Kennewick, Wash., at the confluence of the Columbia 
and Snake Rivers. There are increasing river hauls of bulk cement, fertilizer, 
ammunition, lumber, and other cargo. In the area where water transportation 
is effective today in the interior, the average rates on grain all-rail to Portland- 
Vancouver-Longview are 4 percent under the rates existing in 1930. In the 
areas, however, where water transportation is not effective and has not been 
extended, the average iucrease over the 1930 all-rail rates is about 74 percent 

As navigation on the Columbia River is improved by drowning out hazardous 
rapids through construction of slack-water pools behind the dams, so will the 
amount of barge hauling increase. It is not uncommon for trucks to haul 
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grain 100 miles to the nearest river point to take advantage of low-cost barge 
rates; and, as slack-water navigation is pushed farther inland, these hauls will 
become shorter. Ports such as Kennewick, Pasco, Walla Walla, and Umatilla 
will find themselves handling produce through their facilities; and, as the 
economy of the region expands through development of industry and agriculture 
in the hinterland, a still larger tonnage will be developed. 

The port districts and the river operators are no longer content to only handle 
barge tonnage for interchange at lower Columbia River ports. They will, of 
course, still carry the bulk of the cargo, both inbound and outbound to shipside. 
However, the barge operators are looking forward to the day of slack-water 
transportation into the heart of the Inland Empire upon the completion of the 
Dalles Dam and the John Day Dam on the Columbia River, and to moving 
cargoes in ever-increasing quantities direct from the interior to offshore points. 
It is significant that Bonneville Dam, the farthest downstream dam, has a lock 
500 feet in length and 76 feet in width. At the McNary Dam, 150 miles upstream, 
the lock is 675 feet in length, 86 feet in width. The same size lock is going into 
the Dalles Dam; thus, a barge carrying 100,000 bushels of wheat or a 1 million 
gallon cargo of petroleum products is no longer a fantastic dream but an 
actuality. 

Testimony presented this month by the Walla Walla district, Corps of Engi- 
neers, estimates the potential tonnages to be expected as a result of construction 
of the four projects authorized on the Lower Snake River. 

Their conservative figures show a potential grain tonnage of 500,000 tons that 
annually can be expected to accrue from the counties adjacent to the Snake 
River in the 140 miles between its mouth and Lewiston, Idaho. This estimate is 
considered to be conservative, since about 75 percent of the grain products 
produced in the Pacific Northwest are raised in the area located above the 
McNary Pool and in the Lower Snake River drainage basin. In addition to 
grain, other tonnage can be expeected from such sources as lumber, minerals, 
petroleum (100,000 tons annually estimated), commercial fertilizers (30,000 
tons) and manufactured goods. 

Navigation to be afforded on the Snake River through construction of Ice 
Harbor lock and dam will make access to products of this region available 
4 to 6 months of each year via water, and will add this much new tonnage to 
that which can be expected to pass through McNary lock and others downstream. 

The need for low-cost transportation facilities for this vast interior of the 
Pacific Northwest is a need underscored emphatically by the vast wealth-produc- 
ing capacity of the area. The United States Department of Agriculture econo- 
mists, estimating the future needs of the Nation as a whole, tell us that for every 
4 people sitting down to a mean in 1950, there will be another person at the table 
in 1975. In the Pacific Northwest, this increased consumption will be even more 
pronounced. Here, for every 5 people sitting down to a meal in 1950, there will be 
2 more persons at the table in 1975. 

In 1975, if people are to eat as well as they eat today, Northwest agriculture 
will have to produce annually, as its share of the national output, over a million 
more cattle and calves, over one-half million more hogs and over 800,000 more 
sheep and lambs. The area will find it necessary to develop some 5 or 6 million 
acres of new cropland capable of stepping up current agricultural product- 
tion some 25 to 30 percent. AIl of this adds up to increased tonnage. When the 
entire Columbia Basin irrigation project is developed and settled, more than 6 
million tons of cargo annually will be available for water transportation on the 
Columbia River system above Vancouver, Wash. The pattern is unchangeable and 
clear. Wherever low-cost water navigation has become available as a competi- 
tive factor, all transportatoin costs have gone down, and industrial development, 
agricultural development, and general increase of economic prosperity has 
resulted. 

We, therefore, urgently request favorable consideration by your committee 
for immediate authorization on recommendation by the Corps of Engineers for 
the improvement at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

Respectfully submitted. 

INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, 
Hersert G. West, Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Ancetu. Mr. White, do you have any other witnesses ? 
Mr. Wnurrr. That concludes the witnesses, Mr. Chairman. I would 
like to make this further comment. I know the committee is interested 
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in local participation. In addition to the sums expended by the port of 
Portland, which Mr. Williams mentioned, the city of Portland has 
docks and grain elevators and other maritime facilities. Just within 
the last month they have signed contracts to enlarge their grain 
elevator to take care of the tidewater shipments from the inland 
country. Their present capacity for the elevator is 2 million bushels. 
It will be enlarged by 5,400,000 bushels, making it about 714 million 
bushels capacity. It will be the largest tidewater grain elevator on the 
west coast. 

In addition to that, the city council of the city of Portland put on 
the ballot in the coming May election the issuance of $6,500,000 in gen- 
eral obligation bonds to improve, reorganize, and construct additional 
port facilities for the port of Portland. I have a letter here addressed 
to General Pick dated April 24, 1952, concerning this project, when the 
matter was under consideration there. I will not refer to the letter 
other than to state that it points out the number of casualties suffered 
by the largest owners of ships in this country, which is the Maritime 
report. 

Mr. Anceiy. That may be received and placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

Aprit 24, 1952. 
Subject : Columbia River project. 
Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, USA, 
Chief of Engineers, 
Room 1230, Building T-7, Gravelly Point, Va. 

My Dear GENERAL PICK: I am writing in furtherance of the request made on 
various occasions by the ship operators in the Columbia River area for a more 
adequate ship channel across the Columbia River bar. 

As you know, this river enters the Pacific in latitude 46°15’ N., longitude 
124°05’ W., and it is navigable to deep-draft ocean steamers for about 164 miles 
above its mouth. The entrance to it has been improved by the construction of 
north and south jetties, and by dredging. The project depth is 40 feet between 
the jetties. In June 1940 the controlling depths were: The channel westward of 
the jetties, 40 feet ; on the outer bar at the center, 45 feet ; between the ends of the 
jetties, 46 feet at the center. 

In the course of the years, between 1940 and the present date, the conditions of 
the bar at the mouth of the Columbia River have deteriorated noticeably and the 
channels have shoaled in some places more than 10 feet. United States Coast and 
Geodetic chart No. 6151, 32d edition of 1949, shows depths of 38 and 35 feet at 
the center of the river bar instead of the normal 45-46 feet expected; recent 
soundings sketched in the Oregon Journal of March 4, 1952, show similar results. 
Meanwhile, the maritime traffic utilizing this waterway has increased materially ; 
during 1951 the number of ships which entered and cleared at Portland, Oreg., 
were no less than 1,500, and many more handled cargo at the other 11 ports on 
the Columbia River and its tributaries. 

The vast fleet of cargo ships and tankers which utilizes the waterway now 
includes many of greater tonnage and draft than those of 25 years ago or those 
for which it was originally planned. The combination of greater ship draft and 
bottom shoaling, plus the action of the sea swells, which at the mouth of the 
river range from 10 to 15 feet from crest to trough, create very dangerous condi- 
tions for large ships crossing the bar when fully laden. 

During recent months the following Government owned ships have grounded 
at the Columbia River entrance: Peter J. McGuire, August 27, 1951; Winslow 
Homer, January 21, 1952; and H. H. Raymond, December 7, 1951. 

In addition, the following privately owned ships have also suffered damages: 
T2 tankers: Oleum, Union Oil Company of Los Angeles, cracked almost com- 


pletely in half while fully loaded; Catawba Ford, Keystone Tanker Co.; and 
Minnesota, Texas Co., hull damages. 
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The Columbia River bar is, in the words of Clarence E. Ash, president of the 
Columbia River Pilots Association, ‘one of the longest and wildest in the world. 
Especially is this so, during the dreary winter months when gales and heavy 
seas roar in from the Pacific.” 

The Port of Portland Commission adopted on March 10, 1952, a resolution 
endorsing substantially the shipping industry request that the Army Corps of 
Engineers undertake the work of widening and deepening this channel and 
petitioning Congress to provide the necessary funds for such work. 

The current emergency in Korea has effectively proved that this waterway, in 
addition to its great commercial value, is also of the utmost importance to the 
national defense, and, therefore it is of great concern to this administration. 

The tabulation hereunder shows in part the cost in recent months to this agency 
of damages incurred by its ships grounding at the Columbia River bar: 


Repair | Operating 








Name Date grounded Delay sost | cost+loss Total 
~ | of earnings 
sedi jensinbte mn fT alia 
Peter J. McGuire : Aug. 27,1951 | 1 day-_.. | (!) $2, 000 $2, 000. 00 
H. H. Raymond ‘ Dec. 7,1951 | 14 days_... | $38, 490. 39 28, 000 66, 490. 39 
Winslow Homer j | Jan. 21,1952 | 22 days... | 33, 986. 00 | 44, 000 77, 986. 00 
Grand total cost to United |__. : : | ; , 146, 476. 39 


State | 


1 No immediate repairs. 


As previously stated, other ships, privately owned, have also suffered dam- 
ages under similar circumstances, and becuuse of their close relationship to the 
national interest, must be considered in the overall picture of the situation, which, 
moreover, cannot show the hidden costs and damages resulting from delays 
to ships waiting for favorable conditions to cross the bar. 

In view of all the foregoing, I personally and on behalf of the Maritime Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Commerce concur and endorse the numerous 
recommendations that the bar depth at the Columbia River entrance be increased 
to at least 48 feet, and the inside channel between buoys Nos. 21 and 19 be 
widened and deepened to a full 35-foot depth. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. L. Cocuranet, Maritime Administrator. 

Mr. Warre. I would like to make this one further statement to the 
members. This letter was written by the Maritime Administrator, E. 
L. Cochrane, and it concludes with this sentence: 

In view of all the foregoing, I personally and on behalf of the Maritime Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Commerce, concur and endorse the numerous 
recommendations that the bar depth at the Columbia River entrance be in- 
creased to at least 48 feet * * * 

I have two exhibits here that I think would be of interest to the 
committee. One is an estimated future annual traffic density of the 
Columbia, Willamette, and Snake Rivers. That, in other words, is the 
future traffic. 

I have one further exhibit showing the importance of the tonnage 
that goes in and out of the Columbia River in comparison with other 
Pacific coast ports. 

Mr. Anoeti. That may also be received. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 





pe aS IR 


ns ON 





‘a 


RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Anat M aI 


Miles from mouth 
“Review 


of Snake River 


180 


OYyEp] ‘wwIOg awry] 


160 


140 


oyepl ‘Uo}sIMe’] 


U.S. Corps of Engineers 


Report on Columbia River and Tributaries,”’ 


120 
October, 1948. 


100 
om mouth 
Source 


Miles fr 
340 360 of Columbia River 


vowuiyst ym ‘Arszag [ered 


80 
COLUMBIA 


uowulystm ‘uouveony -- 3 


“YSeM 
3 ‘prozury 


uogduyysem ‘ooseg 
eyeus jo yyNoW 


suo] VOTTTIA 


300 320 


voBe19 ‘eINWeEwW_ 


WILLAMETTE 
of Willamette River 


Miles from mouth 


uo3e19 
‘BinqsjsstH 


260 260 


240 


40 «160 


220 
120 


uo3e109 ‘Aueqry 


uowurysem ‘114Areyy 


200 


100 


uode19 ‘satTed ey - "Ba19 ‘waTes 


180 
80 


uoBaiD ‘10At 
0 ID “A2ATY pooH aang 


iywex 
3a109 ‘31aqman 


160 


60 


uowWurysem ‘sewed 


120 «6140 
OCEAN TONNAGE 
40 


40320190 


uo3a19 ‘puels0g ‘puelod 


uoPuTYyseEM ‘1aanoouTA 
@VOUTLTTIM JO YINOW 


100 


PETC e Eee ee eeeeee 


uoBe19 ‘SsUa|aH “3S 


80 


eertnoconaetece 
suo vOTTTIN 


“Ystm ‘maladuo7] 


60 


uo8e19 ‘i10d}s04 


OCEAN TONNAGE 
40 


uoBe19 ‘e110}sy 
uodarD “uOwasrEM 


> 
wane 
c 
@® 
om 
4 
jw 
(wate 
o 
— 
fe 
fe 
ore | 
oes 
ca 
® 
— 
= 
me | 
a 
52 
& 
oO 
= 
—— 
w 
ee) 


Ww 
pa 
s¢ 8) 
f. 
aa 
® 
pas 
oD 
Cc 
ep) 
ay 
pa 
Sone 
® 
eS 
2 
Ss 
Pa se 
= 
i, 
oO 
=) 





























he . ' Re rere so 
I el ~ £ | woe ; A ; oe : 410430 
\ z z 9 6E l | 29% 2 GhL ; re, “qse a ‘JeaTioous A 
l z I 9 “bs L ¢ 6 6 Ser ‘T —- =e Yse MA ‘Mo,AZu077 
9% L z L921 L | £°9S1 112 ‘¢ 8010 ‘puvyy4od 
() 6 Oo"! Il 8 91 8 "¥99 2010 ‘ARg 800g 
~ () cl z | ; ‘ #010 ‘410d MeN 
= | ¢ ,9I Z°SI I b'FT 8 69E : " F 5 “Z01Q ‘e1J01s 
= b oe 6 0 19% 0 ‘0Sz |¢ 8 “98z Z ‘ZS 9 onan c “— 2a ee wow eewnnn==="="AOLISIC] SMIOISNO WOZIIO 
9 8" (1) gL 8 L’t ¢ ‘Leg ee : . 7 - oe ory Sea 40410 
WM 66 L (1) I a , a : 7 ce emeet, aaee “ig ah Dame ye9 ‘Aqies 
> l I ¢ ‘92% g l 0 ‘8ze eo a c Sopa Neo ‘£410 poom poy 
~ £ £ 9's £ 9 °Lel Ps ———— SS a ae a ee “FeO “zouyseyy 
i It b 0 ‘er 0 "lt 0 ‘ore : et oe ee a . =. a Jeo ‘epeurery 
G i 6 6°81 6 ‘SI &S9z “I <— a —— . “"""-" BQ *‘puourgory 
= g°Lt l 9°IL t +9 F909 Po ae ee : Prccoconsqeeserer ee ee 
oO 6 g €'¢9 6° & 9 “Eh ' : ; e<_ ae JNVO “WOW yDo1g 
T 162 8 £ Sst u £02 L°g9e “I . : os 5 Jeo ‘Oospuesig uvg 
MN 6 ltt I b 168 Zz 99% Z 806 9 : , . ~ - {9111SIC] SMIOISNH OCosPUBIY UBg 
[ow : ZI Zz II L 02 ‘T 7 . ’ ; mea Poe “=""VO ‘oo 
© : "Tt L Il O‘III ——— crosses ree WIVO ‘Banque, 
~ 61 z 1% 0'e f o'l I bel "ene ——— “"""----1B9 ‘opunseg 1G 
= z 6E cle ‘OI 6 I 6 Sel 8 “OFS “g = a f . Tw oeenennsn=""“MeO ‘yoveg Zuo] 
s z § 9°¢ 9 “299 a = “"jIBO “SINT Weg 4204 
8) POST 0 “b&% & 186 'T I bZ8¢ “ 9 261 yeh 9 n — P Jue¢ ‘sojesuy soy 
¢ 12% | £ 99% 0921 % z 9626 6 I St Z 980 “FI ntintirmaety sid > : JOLISIC] SUIOJSNY sefesuy so’y] 
a t'st 6°19 $% a I | 20 ¢'0 '—? LISIC] SUIOISNH OFe1q] uBg 
Z a 4 = hic atae on bi - Sentara ; ; 
< nod spunod jc unod jc unod jo 
» (spunoc oO UNO J sp 10¢ ) neue (sp 10 0} 
N (SIBTIOP JO commen meieP 2° eae (stB10P JO sane ener cashes 
x sUOT[ ITU) VyaTOM iTya1) S10MA tUtyu) 1ysTOM | SUOT{[;UI) ysIOM 
= IBA sulddyys ons is ra. Zujddyjqg | onteA Zujddiyg 
= 140d PUB 49]9S}p SsMIOgSTN,) 
a 961 4B9A IBPUTVD 9 Z96I IB0A IBPUBTED IS61 2804 JUPUZTED 
sj10duy s}10dx 4 


&9-196] s4vah sppuazvo ay} 10f Buripojun pun burpn) 


ssa fig asipupyoiam ousawop puv ubrasof fo sj10dwt pun sj10odxza saynig paywus) fo anjva pun yybiem Burddryg 


i 





fo s40d pun yo14j81p swojsno fig 


642 






OMNIBUS BILL 


La Modey Asvurung a.10urUI0g jo JueuTyIedeq “g ‘4 ‘sNsueD 94} JO N¥eING :s0mMOg 
*000‘0S$ UBY} sso] ‘spuNod Q00‘0g BBY} Sse] SezOUNCT 1 


n 
mG 
© 
a 
fm 
< 
q 
(=) 
Zz 
< 
mn 
ms 
— 
= 
(on) 


a 19430 
yse MA ‘spdUurAlO 
yseM “pueg qyNog 
Yys8 MA ‘Sezl000Uy 
qse  “puesuMo ys, 110g 
st A, ‘Sapesuy 440g 
yseM ‘330104 7 
e YseM Usygsuy [eg 
~-gse 4 ‘wenboy-aeepieq Y 
’ “"Yyse ay “eul008 |, 
yse A ‘e[}}veg 
}.2981C SuUIOISNH UoUTYSe M 


89263—54—vol. 1——42 





644 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Mr. Mack. Mr. White, that shows that the Columbia River han- 
dles exports in excess of the Golden Gate or Puget Sound, and is 
exceeded only by Los Angeles Harbor. 

Mr. Wurre. That is correct, Mr. Mack. And if you eliminate the 
petroleum shipments from Los Angeles, Portland exceeds every port 
on the coast in dry cargo. 

Mr. Anceu. The brochure you have will be received and placed 
on file. 

Mr. Wuirr. Yes, sir. 

I wish to thank the committee very much. 

Mr. Anoett. Thank you, Mr. White. 

The Chair wants to announce we will have to adjourn at this time, 
but without objection the committee will resume its hearings at 2 
o'clock. 

Mr. Mack, have you anything to say at this time? 

Mr. Mack. I would like to say this: There is a very important vote 
that is going to occur on the House floor relative to a matter of great 
interest to the Pacific Northwest and I want to remain on the floor 
until that vote is taken. I think it probably will be taken by 2 o’clock 
and I will be back by that time, if it is. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I also wish to announce that I desire 
to be on the floor at that time. 

Mr. Ancett. The committee will stand adjourned then until 
o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m. the committee adjourned until 2 p. m 
of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Ance.y. The committee will come to order, please. 

There are three witnesses who were not reached this morning who 
are here and I understand desire to make short statements. 

First we have Mr. Donoghue, representing the Pacific American 
Tankship Association. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Donoghue. 

Without objection, each of these witnesses will be authorized to 
submit a statement which will be inserted in the record, and may 
make such brief comments as they desire. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. DONOGHUE, REPRESENTING THE 
PACIFIC AMERICAN TANKSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Donoeuvr. Thank you, sir. 

My name is Robert F. Donoghue. I represent the Pacific Ameri- 
can Tankship Association, which is composed of the following com- 
panies, located on the Pacific coast of the United States, owning and 
oper ating tankships: General Petroleum Corp., Hillcone Steamship 
Co., Key: stone Shipping Co., Richfield Oil Corp., Standard Oil Co. 
of California, the Texas Co., Tide Water Associated Oil Co., and 
Union Oil Co. of California. 

For many years our members have been concerned about the diffi- 
culties and dangers attendant upon the passage of tank vessels through 
the entrance at the mouth of the Columbia River. That their concern 
is justified is indicated by the fact that in 1950, as reported by the 
Army engineers, in House Document 249, 83d Congress, 2d session, 





— le an 


act aR ora 














































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 645 


page 24, movement of petroleum products through the mouth of the 
Columbia River amounted to approximately 6 million tons, almost all 
of which was inbound, and constituted almost 60 percent of the total 
cargo movement through the entrance. The growth in population and 
commercial activities in this area has been rapid and extensive and is 
indicated by the increase in the movement of petroleum products from 
3 million tons in 1940 to almost 6 million tons in 1950. The bulk of 
these petroleum products moves in tank vessels. 

The increasing consumption of petroleum in this area has resulted 
in the necessity for canteen progressively larger tank vessels in 
the movement. The records compiled by the Army engineers disclose 
that in 1950 almost 400 vessels with drafts in excess of 30 feet passed 
through the entrance. Since 1950, the number of voyages made by 
tank vessels has increased. I do not have the complete figures, but one 
of our members reported 91 voyages in 1952 and 70 voyages in 1953 of 
tankers drawing in excess of 30 feet of water. The reports of the other 
members when received will be in proportion to the size of their fleets 
but it is safe to assume that the aggregate number would be consider- 
ably in excess of the number of voyages reported in 1950. Moreover, 
tank vessels of even greater draft will undoubtedly take their place 
in the trade within the foreseeable future. 

The present project depth of the channel is 40 feet. The report of 
the engineers indicates that when storm waves are running modern 
vessels may strike bottom in depths exceeding their draft by 15 feet 
or more (H. Doc. 249, p. 25). The modification of the present project 
from 40 feet to 48 feet would be of great importance to tank vessels 
entering or leaving the river. It would tend to eliminate or greatly 


— 


reduce the amount of time lost because of delays arising out of bar 
conditions and the loss incurred in shutting out cargo because of in- 
adequate water over the bar, and, most important of all, would tend to 
eliminate or minimize the hazards to which the vessels and their per- 
sonnel are presently exposed because of the inadequate depth of water 
on the bar. The report of the Army engineers (H. Doc. 249, p. 31) 
points out the hazards of navigating the entrance because of the 
simultaneous shoaling of the channel and increase in the size of the 
ships and sets forth the data with respect to the accidents which oc- 
curred in that area. 

The Pacific American Tankship Association submitted evidence to 
the district engineer at the hearing held in March 1949 in support of 
a minimum depth of 48 feet and has continuously pressed for prompt 
action on this project through all available sources. The association 
completely agrees with the recommendations of the engineers that pro- 
vision be made for a depth of 48 feet and a width of not less than one- 
half a mile, and concurs in the views expressed by the Pacific American 
Steamship Association at this hearing, and I may add by the other wit- 
nesses who have appeared here this morning and presented the case 
for the consideration of the committee, and did an excellent job on it. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Donoghue. We are very wid to have 
had your report. 

Mr. Donoeuur. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancrty. The next witness is Mr. Ralph Dewey, representing 
the Pacific American Steamship Association. 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH B. DEWEY, REPRESENTING THE PACIFIC 
AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Dewey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a brief statement which I would like to read for the record 

Mr. AnGeLL. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dewry. My name is Ralph B. Dewey. I represent Pacific 
American Steamship Association, whose headquarters are in San 
Francisco, Calif. Our member steamship lines comprise the majority 
of all deepwater dry cargo operators on the Pacific Coast; and all of 
our companies make some use of the Columbia River ports. We are, 
therefore, keenly interested in the navigational improvements at the 
mouth of the Columbia River. 

Our association is in accord with the general recommendations con- 
tained in the report of the district engineers at Portland (submitted 
October 1, 1952). The division engineers at Portland (endorsement of 
December 12, 1952), and the board of engineers in Washington (sub- 
mitted June 15, 1953), all included in House Document No. 249. 

The district engineers found: 

* * * that deepening of the bar and entrance channels at the mouth of the 
Columbia River is essential to safe navigation by deep-draft ships. Furthermore, 
savings and benefits are sufficient to justify deepening the navigational channel 
to 48 feet at mean lower low water. He, therefore, recommends that the existing 
project for Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington, be modified 
to provide for channels 48 feet deep, at mean lower low water, and not less than 
one-half mile wide across the bar and in the entrance at an estimated cost of 
2,898,000 for new work and $240,000 annually for additional maintenance. 


The division engineers recommend: 


* * * that the existing project for Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and 
Washington, be modified to provide a channel of suitable alinement with a depth 
of 48 feet at mean lower low water over a width of not less than one-half mile 
at an estimated first cost of not to exceed $8,555,000, to be secured initially by 
dredging at an estimated first cost of $2,898,000 plus $240,000 annually for addi- 
tional maintenance and that a spur jetty or such other contraction works at a 
first cost of not to exceed $5,657,000 be provided at a future date as may be found 
necessary and economically justifiable by the Chief of Engineers. 


The board of engineers recommends : 


* * * modifications of the existing project for Columbia River at the mouth, 
Oregon and Washington, to provide for a channel of suitable alinement with 
depth of 48 feet at mean lower low water for a width of one-half mile, to be 
secured by dredging and the construction of a spur jetty on the north shore at 
an estimated cost to the United States of $8,555,000 for new work and $195,000 
annually for maintenance in addition to that now required; all generally in 
accordance with the plans of the district engineer, as modified by the above 
comments, and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief 
of Engineers may be advisable. 


All these reports agree that the bar and entrance channels should 
be dredged to 48 feet at low water for a width of one-half mile, on 
present ‘alinement. They differ slightly on the technical matter of 
whether to dredge to 48 feet ($2,898,000) and to build the proposes 
jetty ($5,657,000) Aaalragnla cy or whether to do the dredging 


first and later, after observations of scouring which may be caused 
by a change in the currents when the greater channel depth is pro- 
vided, ask for appropriations to build the jetty. 
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Our comments in these proceedings are confined to an explanation 
of our essential needs, as vessel operators of a 48-foot channel, one- 
half mile wide. How it is arrived at is a technical matter which the 
Army engineers and the Members of Congress are eminently quali- 
fied to judge. 


BOUNTEOUS RESOURCES AFFORD LARGE SURPLUSES WHICH MOVE TO 
MARKET IN LARGE PART BY WATER ROUTES 


The district engineer’s report spells out in great detail the resources 
of the area tributary to the Columbia River. These resources all 
combine to produce a volume of essential goods far in excess of the 
needs of the local area. Deep-water transportation down the Colum- 
bia to the sea lanes of the United States and the world has always 
been and will continue to be the principal avenue for the marketing 
of this bounteous surplus of lumber and forest products, grains of 
all kinds, fresh and canned fruits and vegetables, canned and frozen 
fish, livestock, wool, meats and paper products. Two aluminum 
companies are located adjacent to deep water on the lower Columbia 
River and have in prospect the inbound movement of cres. 

Both the foreign exportation of the area’s products, as well as 
water shipments to other United States areas, have increased 300 
percent since 1905. 





Foreign Domestic 

exports shipments 
i iis ‘ jcaehe inn’ wibibohe bib iadesd4 345 | 300, 000 
Ps aetundetcccadite ' - Diinantnnsaeaa dasiah lent 1, 332, 000 | 1, 319, 000 


Foreign imports have remained fairly constant over the period, 
while domesti ic inbound shipments have increased 3,300 percent. 


Foreign Domestic 

imports receipts 
1905 , sqe 107, 000 | 195, 000 
1950... a sa dletaen eens datbiaiieaine a | 108, 000 | 6, 455, 000 


} 





“Total commerce up and down the Columbia has averaged 10 million 
tons for the past 3 years. The engineers estimate an average of 14 
million tons of cargo will move annually over the next 50 years. 

The mouth of the Columbia River is the only access steamship com- 
panies have to a vast tributary area covering 300,000 square miles in 
the four States of the Pacific Northwest. Commencing at the river 
mouth, Columbia River ports are 12 in number; Warrenton, Oreg. ; 
Astoria, Oreg.; Bradwood, Oreg.; Wauna, Oreg.; Westport Slough, 
Oreg.; Longview, Wash.; Rainier, Oreg. ; Kalama, Wash.; St. Helens, 


Oreg.; Multnomah Channel, Oeg.; Portiand, Oreg.; and Vancouver, 
Wash. 


EXTENSIVE STEAMSHIP SERVICES MAKE USE OF COLUMBIA RIVER PORTS 


Some 40 shiplines offer service to and from Columbia River ports— 
30 of these are dry-cargo operators, the balance tanker. Dry-cargo 
vessels carry about 40 percent of the total tonnage—principally grain, 
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1.500,000 tons per year; lumber, 2 million tons per year; general mer- 
chandise outbound, 750,000 tons per year; and general cargo inbound, 
250,000 tons per year. 


LARGER VESSELS MAKE 40-FOOT DEPTH INADEQUATE 


In 1925 only 2 percent of all vessels crossing the bar had drafts ex- 
ceeding 28 feet. In 1950, 27 percent of all vessels had 28 feet or more 
of draft. Furthermore, the average size of the vessels has doubled in 
the same period. The 1 increased size is most conspicuous in tankships, 
many of which draw 33 feet when loaded. 

In quiet waters, a 40-foot draft would be ample to permit passage of 
our modern merchant vessels. But at the Columbia River bar the 
water is far from quiet. When storm waves are running, vessels have 

struck bottom in water which exceeds their draft by 15 feet or more. 
Under such wave conditions, any ship having over 25 feet of draft or 
more runs the risk of striking bottom on crossing the bar. To avoid 
this risk, masters of vessels either cruise or lay at anchor outside the 
bar or else they purposely delay their arrivals at the channel mouth to 
avoid the agony of “laying to” until the waves subside. The district 
engineers state in their report that in the winter of 1948—49 nearly 40 
vessel-days were lost due to known delays at the bar, at a cost to ves- 
sel owners of $88,000. In the winter of 1951-52 our own member lines 
alone experienced 15 specific delays ranging from a few hours to 2% 
days. a estimate of the cost of the deliberate slowi ing up of vessels i is 
made, but the experience, at least of our own association, indicates 
that in an average year it is about equal to the direct delays. 

A further hazard to navigation at the Columbia River Bar is the ad- 
vance of a large sandbar known as Clatsop Spit from the southwest 
into the channel entrance. This has resulted in a crowding of the 
channel northward, thereby increasing the angle of intersection of the 
two entrance range lights so that it is difficult and risk for ships to 
make the turn at the proper place in the channel. Furthermore, 
ships tend to stay well to the northern side of the channel where it is 
sure to be deeper. This is not without its own risks, however, as this 
puts the vessel dangerously close to the weather shore during the win- 
ter storms. 

It is obvious why the ship operator urges immediate action by the 
Congress to finance the dredging and realinement of the channel at 
the mouth of the Columbia River. 


SEVEN GROUNDINGS SINCE 1947 AT CHANNEL MOUTH—ONE TOTAL LOSS 


Stark evidence of the need for channel improvements are the 7 re- 
cent groundings reported by the Coast Guard, 6 of which have oc- 
curred since 1950. 

All of the disasters occurred because of sounding of the vessels; 

e., the dropping as much as 15 feet of the vessel from thé peak of a 
wave to the lowermost point of its trough; at least 4 of the soundings 
occurred in depths greater than 40 feet. 

One of the disasters, the Drewel Victory, grounded on January 20, 
1947, and shortly thereafter broke in two, drifted to sea, and sank. 
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A cargo valued at $21/ million and a vessel valued at $1,200,000 were 
a total loss. pattie no crew members were lost. 

The losses sustained by this one vessel and cargo alone would more 
than pay for the initial dredging being asked for by the engi- 
neers for this project. It cannot be too ‘greatly emphasized that a 
grounding in heavy weathes at the channel mouth could very easily 
set the stage for a catastrophic loss of crew personnel, vessel, and cargo. 
Even short of this, however, repair costs and incapacitation of vessels 
due to even a slight grounding of a vessel can mean serious losses to 
their owners. 

The amount involved in this one appropriation asked for would just 
about pay for the cost of the accident in the Drexel Victory case. That 
is a very sharp comparison to be made when the benefits of the proj- 
ect are examined, 

Marine underwriters have long recognized the hazards to naviga- 
tion attendant upon crossing the Columbia River Bar. At one time 
restrictive warranties were added to policies on ships and cargoes 
using the Columbia River. If something isn’t done to reduce the 
present hazardous situation, the underwriters might be forced to re- 
instate such warranties. This would be a serious setback for the ports 
of the Columbia River in their quest for competitive cargoes. 


SUMMARY 


In summarizing, I wish to emphasize that the support of all ship 
lines which make use of the Columbia River is 100 percent for this 
project. Any further delay will be costly, not only to us but to the 
ports and shippe rs we serve. Even if this committee acted today, and 
the Appropriations Committee acted next week, it would take 3 years 
before dredging activities could be completed and the channel could be 
declared safe for navigation. We are convinced that the Federal 
funds expended for this project will more than be repaid in safety 
for ship and crew, peace of mind for shipmasters and pilots, and 
direct, monetary savings for ship operators. In our view, a continua- 
tion of the presently critically dangerous conditions at the Columbia 
River Bar is unthinkable. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Dewey, for that very significant state- 
ment. Iam sure the committee will be very glad to have it. 

The other witness is Mr. Hugh 8S. W illiamson, representing the 
Association of American Shipowners. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH S. WILLIAMSON, VICE PRESIDENT, 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN SHIPOWNERS 


Mr. Witiiamson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Hugh S. Williamson. 
I am an attorney and vice president of the Association of American 
Shipowners, in charge of their Washington office. 

We are a dry-cargo fleet and strongly support the deepening of the 
channel at the mouth of the Columbia River to 48 feet for the very 
excellent. reasons presented so vividly by Captain Ash and others. 

I do not want to burden the committee with any further encroach- 
ment on their time. I have a statement that I would like to submit, 
and also a list of the companies for whom I speak. Seven of them 
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make regular use of the channel and have almost the same difficulties 
described this morning. 

Mr. Ance.u. The statement will be received and incorporated in 
the record at this point. We are very glad to have had you here, Mr. 
Williamson. 

Mr, Wiiu1amson. Thank you. 

(The statement of Mr. Williamson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HueH S. WILLIAMSON, VICE PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN 
Sarre OWNERS 


PROPOSAL FOR IMPROVING THE MOUTH OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER, OREG., AND WASH. 


My name is Hugh S. Williamson. I am an attorney at law and am vice presi- 
dent of the Association of American Ship Owners, which has offices at 90 Broad 
Street, New York, N. Y., and 1621 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. Our 
association is composed of some of the oldest and best established companies 
operating American-flag ships. A number of them make regular use of the 
channel at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

Our association appreciates very much this opportunity to submit our views 
on the proposal to improve this channel. 

The record shows that maintaining a channel of 40-foot depth at lowest low 
water and at least a half mile wide at the mouth of the river, was taken under 
advisement in 1899 and authorized by the River and Harbor Act of March 38, 
1905. 

An entrance channel of 40-foot depth and one-half mile wide has existed since 
1919. 

Our association supports the recommendation of the Board of Engineers, De- 
partment of the Army, for a channel with depth of 48 feet at mean lower low 
water and a width of one-half mile. 

Today’s ships are longer and have load drafts several feet deeper than the ships 
of 50 years ago. Both these factors have a direct relation to the depth at which 
a ship will “sound” in heavy seas. The experience of the shipowners shows that 
when high waves are running a modern vessel may strike bottom at depths ex- 
ceeding their draft by 15 or more feet. 

There are 8 times as many ships with drafts of 28 feet or over transiting this 
channel today than was the case some years ago. 

There are approximately 3 times as many ships and 10 times the tonnage today 
as when a 40-foot channel was thought to be adequate. 

That the channel today is inadequate in the light of the size and character of 
the ships that use it is clearly indicated by the recorded cases of grounding of 
commercial vessels. The United States Coast Guard reports five dry-cargo vessels 
grounding in the entrance to the river since January 1, 1947. All were caused 
by “sounding,” 4 of them in depths greater than 40 feet. In addition two ground- 
ings of tank ships since 1950 were also caused by “sounding.” One of these was 
atotalloss. Increased depths in the channel substantially reduce this hazard. 

Shipowners also report that in cases where there is no grounding, but where 
the master has reason to believe his vessel has touched bottom, it has resulted in 
expensive but necessary hull inspection to determine the extent of the damage 
that occurred. 

Apart from our desire to insure a maximum of safety to crew, cargo and ship, 
there is an additional economic reason for the support of this proposal by 
shipowners. 

There is a relatively long season of storms on the coast in this vicinity, extend- 
ing from October to April. These local storms, as well as the storms at sea, 
cause a swell over the bar which makes the crossing hazardous. At these times 
the bar pilots are frequently compelled to hold the ships inside or outside, as the 
case may be, until there is smoother water. The amount of time lost in this 
way is very substantial and this adds a substantial item of additional cost to the 
voyage. Loss of time for the same reason is often incurred when a captain re- 
ceives information about sea conditions at the river’s mouth and finds it expedient 
to reduce speed so as to arrive at the entrance during high-tide conditions and 
when the seas may have become more calm. This again adds to the operator's 
costs. 
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In the interests of safety at sea, the protection of property, and a more eco- 
nominal operation, our association favors the modification of the present project 
to provide a 48-foot channel. 


Mr. Ancetu. That concludes the personal witnesses, I believe. 

Are there any additional witnesses to be heard on this project? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Anceu. If not, as chairman of the committee in behalf of the 
committee I want to thank you gentlemen of the Northwest for your 
very excellent presentation that you have made to the committee, and 
for the very fine report by General Itschner, who is so familiar with 
the project. 

T am sure the committee will consider very carefully the entire record 
and come, I hope, to a proper decision in the matter. 

If that is all we will proceed to the next project, but before we do, 
I have 2 telegrams, 1 dated February 27, 1954, addressed to me from 
Clarence Short, in favor of the project; and 1 dated March 4, 1954, 
addressed to me from the American Merchant Marine Institute. 

Without objection, they will be included in the record at this point. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:) 


New York, N. Y., March 4, 1954. 


Hon. Homer 8S. ANGELL, Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., a trade association composed 
of 68 American-flag shipping companies in the offshore trades strongly supports 
the views of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and the Chief 
of Engineers expressed in House Document 249 concerning the deepening of the 
channel across the bar at the entrance of the Colombia River. We have been 
informed of the views to be expressed before your committee by representatives 
of the Pacific American Tankship Association and the Pacific American Steam- 
ship Association and fully concur with their statements. We strongiy urge that 
the proposed Colombia River improvement be authorized by Congress. In view 
of the limited time available to make an appearance before your committee, it 
is requested that opportunity be granted for filing a supplemental statement 
expressing in full the views of the Institute for the record. 

R. J. BAKER, 
Secretary, American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. 


AstoriA, Orec., February 27, 1954. 


Hon. HoMEerR ANGELL, 
Congressman from Oregon, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Respectfully request your support to committee and bill providing funds for 
48-foot bar at mouth of Colombia River. This development is not in opposition 
to an economy Congress nor is it pork barrel program for a favored district as 
it means an expanded economy to the entire Northwest, the whole Nation, and 
this site, due to making possible the now larger, deeper ships to enter Columbia 
River and serving all ports on that river, especially Portland where most interior 
commodities are assembled as imports and exports from points as far back as 
Montana, Many ships plus cargoes are now diverted by their owners in their 
home offices to other ports due to bar conditions. Also confronted with costly 
delays when ships are forced to stand by on arrival or departure at bar due 
to present condition of bar. This is the 10th year this district has been working 
for this improvement which means additional business to hundreds of firms and 
thousands of workers. 

CLARENCE S. SHorr. 
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We have a statement on the Columbia River at the mouth from 
Senator Magnuson which, without objection, will be included in the 
record at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON CotuMBIA RIVER AT THE Moutu By SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: On February 8 of this year, I introduced 8. 2915 in the Senate 
to authorize the modification of the existing project for the Columbia River at 
the mouth, Oregon and Washington, in order to improve facilities for navigation. 
I did this because I believe it essential that the work be authorized for construc- 
tion during this session of Congress. 

Your committee is familiar, I am sure, with the Pacific Northwest's greatest 
natural asset—the Columbia River. The Federal Government has a large invest- 
ment in the river—and investment to improve navigation, create hydroelectricity, 
control floods, and irrigate desert lands. Each dollar invested in the river has 
been returned multiplied many times to the people of the area and the Nation. 

The development of the area, industrially and agriculturally, has resulted in a 
large growth in shipping in the Columbia River. Also, larger ships with increased 
draft are using the river. Because of the inadequacy of the present entrance 
to the Columbia from the ocean, ships are caused costly delays and subjected to 
additional hazards. These present a serious handicap to shipping and commercial 
interests of all ports and communities on the Columbia River. 

There are 21 port districts between the mouth of the Columbia and the point 
where the Snake flows into it 325 miles away. These communities have made 
large investments in terminal facilities which handle a steadily increasing 
amount of tonnage. Great quantities of petroleum, mostly inbound; and agri- 
cultural, forest and mineral products, outbound, pass through the mouth of the 
river into off-shore trade. 

The Corps of Engineers recommended that a channel of suitable alinement 
and a depth of 48 feet, over a width on one-half mile is necessary for the safety 
and convenience of present shipping and that the benefits which will accrue to 
established navigation fully justify this improvement. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I respectively urge your committee to include this 
Columbia River project in this year’s rivers and harbors bill. 


Be_uincuam Harpor, Wasu. 


Mr. Anceti. We will proceed to the next project, which is Belling- 
ham Harbor, Wash., House Document 558 of the 82d Congress, in 
which our colleague, Mr. Jack Westland of Washington, is very much 
interested. 

We see that Congressman Westland is present. If it is agreeable to 
you, Mr. Westland, we will have the report of General Itschner first. 

Mr. Wesrianp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
prefer to have General Itschner make his statement first and I will 
summarize my statement afterward. 

Mr. Anceiu. Very well. General Itschner, you may proceed, if you 
are ready. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE ARMY—Resumed 


General Irscuner. We have for the consideration of the committee 
a project at Bellingham Harbor, Wash. This is a review of reports 
on Bellingham Harbor, Wash., requested by a resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
August 30, 1944. This report is published as House Document 558 
of the 82d Congress, 2d session. 
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Bellingham Harbor is located on Puget Sound, approximately 90 
miles north of Seattle, Wash. Bellingham is a city of 34,000 popula- 
tion. Its principal industries are forest products, which are manu- 
factured into lumber and plywood; fish canning; the receipt of agri- 
cultural products from the surrounding country; and a cement mill. 
In addition to that there is, of course, a considerable quantity of ship- 
ping. ‘There is a pulp mill in town and some furniture is manufac- 
tured in the city. 

With respect to commerce during 1952 there were 1,207,000 tons 
shipped, of which forestry products (wood and paper) were 912,000 
tons and petroleum products 164,000 tons. The cost to the Federal 
Government of new work accomplished so far is $200,000, consisting 
of two channels completely independent from each other going out 
into the deep water of Bellingham Bay and Puget Sound. The first 
of these is Whatcom Creek Waterway, 26 feet deep for the outer por 
tion of 3,800 feet and 18 feet deep for the inner 1,300 feet; and Squali- 
cum Creek Waterway, which is also 26 feet deep. In addition to these 
waterways there is a small boat basin largely constructed and main- 
tained with local funds. 

At the present time this small boat basin is bounded on the south- 
east by a rock breakwater. It is bounded on the south by another 
rock breakwater, and bounded on the northwest by a pile breakwater. 

There are several floats in the basin and the inner portion of this 
small-boat harbor has been dredged to minus 12 feet by local interests. 

The present proposal is entirely one of enlarging the existing small- 
boat basin. It is proposed to extend the breakwater constructed 
formerly by local interests which is on the southeast side of the small- 
boat basin, out into Bellingham Bay. It is also proposed to construct 
at Federal expense another rock breakwater which will bound the 
new boat basin on the southwest, and on the northwest leaving a gap 
or entrance channel 12 feet deep between this breakwater and the one 
which is on the southeast; and also leaving a chanel 12 feet deep be- 
tween this breakwater and the existing wharf, which is to the north. 

The cost of the proposed work is, for new construction by the Corps 
of Engineers 

Mr. Anceti. General, are those revised figures you are giving? 

General Irscuner. I will segregate them, sir. 

Mr. Anceit. Are they revised figures ? 

General Irscuner. They are revised, current figures. The cost as 
of September 1953 for new work to be done by the Corps of Engi- 
neers 1s $1,366,650, and by the Coast Guard for navigation aids $26,- 
800, for a total of $1,393,450. 

The non-Federal contr ibution would be $502,500, for a total cost of 
the entire project of $1,895,950. 

The local interests would provide the following cooperation: The 
usual provisions about furnishing without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas. 
They would hold and save the United States free from damages; they 
would remove the timber-pile portion of the existing br eakwater on 
the northwest which would extend beyond the proposed rock dike; 
they would dredge the basin at their expense to minus 12 feet where 
required. The area that is required is shown in B on this chart and 
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constitutes the portion offshore from the original small-boat basin 
which as A and C, and also an extension of the existing basin to the 
southeast. They would also provide and maintain adequate moor- 
ing facilities, utilities, and a public landing with suitable service and 
supply facilities open to all on equal terms. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project at current prices is 1.72 to 1. 
The benefits are largely to fishing craft, including the elimination of 
damage; increase in fish catch; and to pleasure craft for the elimina- 
tion of damages. 

The Department of the Interior has no objection to this project. 
The State of Washington has endorsed it, and the Bureau of the 
Budget has no objection to the project. 

Mr. Ancett. General, are there any increased annual maintenance 
charges ? 

General Irscuner. The annual maintenance charge on the project, 
sir, will be $16,700. That is an increase because the Government 
has not been maintaining any of the small-boat basin. That does 
not relate, of course, to either of the deepwater waterways. 

Mr. ANGELL. What does the $502,500 non-Federal contribution con- 
sist of ? 

General Irscuner. I can break that down, sir. The mooring basin 
will cost the local interests $52,800. The mooring facilities, includ- 
ing floats and ramps and approaches, $175,600; terminal facilities, 
including 30,000 square feet of wharves in addition to a public ware- 
house, $201,900; utilities, including water and electric systems, roads, 
parking, and work areas, $72,200, or a total non-Federal cost. of 
$502,500. 

Mr. AnGELL. It does not include any cash contribution ? 

General Irscuner. No cash to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Aneeiu. Are there any questions by the members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Mack. General, how many boats will this haven accommodate ¢ 

General Irscuner. It will accommodate a large number of boats. 
This proposed basin will provide for about 300 fishing boats and 700 
pleasure craft. 

Mr. Mack. But the main emphasis of this project is to take care of 
commercial boats and not pleasure craft ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. There is a large fishing in- 
dustry in Bellingham, in view of the fact that it is quite close to the 
open water of the Strait of Juan de Fuca. It is also in the waters 
which are frequented by salmon, some of which run up into the Frazier 
River in British Columbia, and others go into the smaller streams 
that empty into Puget Sound. 

Mr. Mack. There are some very large canneries located in Belling- 
ham. 

General Irscuner. There are, some of which can tuna and other 
deepwater fish, as well as salmon. 

Mr. AnceLL. What about the lumbering industry in that area ¢ 

General Irscuner. There is a pulp mill; there are furniture fac- 
tories and lumber mills in the town of Bellingham; and I believe also 
a paper mill. 

Mr. Mack. I note the local contribution of $500,000 is exceedingly 
high, which should be an indication that the local interests are very 
desirous of having this. 
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General Irscrner. I am sure the local interests are very desirous 
of having the project and they are willing and have demonstrated 
their ability to undertake the work which they have proposed. 

Mr. Mack. General, you said the benefit- cost ratio is 1.72? 

General Irscrner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. That is a very favorable ratio for a project of this kind. 
Is that ratio based upon both the Federal contribution and the con- 
tribution of the local interests ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Mack. So it is really probable more than 1.72 as far as the 
Federal contribution is concerned ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It is very favorable. 

Mr. Neat. General, what proportion of the Federal expenditures 
proposed in this will be consumed in the construction of the break- 
water? 

General Irscuner. The cost of removing the existing breakwater is 
$267,450 estimated. The additional cost for the new breakwater is 
$1,099,200. 

Mr. Neat. $1,099,200. 

General Irscuner. As far as the cost of constructing the new break- 
water, is concerned. 

Mr. Mack. When was this project first initiated? In what year? 

General Irscuner. 1944, August 30. 

Mr. Anoety. Are there any other questions of General Itschner? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Ancetw. If not, thank you, General. 

We have with us our very distinguished colleague, Mr. Westland. 
We will be very glad to hear from you now, Mr. Westland. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Westianp. Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to show you 
two pictures. They say a picture is worth 1,000 words. 

This picture will show this area in 1950 and this will show it in 
1952. Just a glance will indicate the increased activity right in that 
area, I believe. 

I have a prepared statement, but I would prefer just to make a 
couple of comments, if I might. 

Mr r. ANceLL. Without objection, the prepared statement will be re- 
ceived and included in the record at this point and our colleague may 
proceed with any additional remarks he desires. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY HON. JACK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION PROJECT OF 
3ELLINGHAM HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, you have just heard General 
Itschner very capably present the proposed project for the modification of 
Bellingham Harbor. Inasmuch as this improvement is located in the Second 
Congressional District of Washington which I represent, I am well acquainted 
personally with the situation and the extreme necessity for early construction 
of this project. 

The Corps of Engineers’ report, which was published as House Document 558 
in the 82d Congress, 2d session, was printed on September 11, 1952. The in- 
vestigations upon which this report is based were completed early in 1950. 
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Inasmuch as House Document 558 gives a clear and concise picture of the need 
for the improvement as of the date it was submitted, 1 will not take your time 
to restate the arguments which appear therein. 

I should like to call to your attention, however, certain pertinent matter 
which is not contained in the report. Between the time the survey of conditions 
at Bellingham Harbor was made for the purposes of this report and the present 
date, locally based commercial fishing boats have increased from 120 to 173 and 
locally based recreational craft from 202 to 260. Therefore at the present time 
the Bellingham boat haven is berthing 433 boats, as against the 322 mentioned 
in the report In addition to that, there are a good many Alaskan fishing boats 
which winter at Bellingham, so that the children of the crew members can 
attend school 

The increase in the number of boats berthed in the boat haven has been made 
possible by the expenditure of over $200,000 in the past 2 years by the Port of 
Bellingham Authority. These expenditures have been for the purpose of en- 
larging the boat haven, the installation of 6,000 feet of additional berthing space, 
ete. Only last month the port of Bellingham expended $4,000 in placing 1,200 
yards of rock on the breakwater where it had been damaged by severe winter 
storms 

At the time the above survey was made there was not a fishing cannery on 
Bellingham Bay. Today five canneries operate there and the salmon fishing fleet 
has about doubled in number. During 1953 the fishing industry in Bellingham 
spent over $14 million for wages, fish, and supplies. Also during 1953 the port 
of Bellingham completed a $60,000 installation for taking fishing boats out of 
water for overhaul and repairs. 

The port of Bellingham presently has over $1,200,000 invested in its harbor. 
If the present proposed project is authorized and constructed by the Govern- 
ment, the requirements of the engineers for local participation will necessitate 
the additional expenditure of $280,000. This means that the port will have 
invested in the Squalicum boat haven and facilities there over $1% million, in 
addition to the Federal funds expended, when the project is completed. 

General Itschner has told you that as of September 1953 the benefit-cost ratio 
of this project has increased from a figure of 1.64, which is given in House 
Document 558, to a present figure of 1.72. This is, I believe, considered to be 
: most favorable benefit to cost ratio for projects of this type. It also evidences 
the continued investment and improvement in the harbor by the port of Belling 
ham and he continued increasing velocity with which the economy and popula- 
tion of Bellingham and Whatcom County are growing. 

Due to research, conservation projects, and good management, 1953 was the 
best year for commercial salmon fishing in Puget Sound since 1931. It is agreed 
by those interested that this production of food fish should continue to increase 
as results of sound practices become more apparent. I respectfully and sin 
cerely urge the approval by this committee of the project for the modification 
of Bellingham Harbor as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army 


Mr. WestiaNnp. It seems to me that General Itschner has made 

a very comprehensive and accurate report on this subject, and with 

the que stioning of the committee you have practically all of the facts 

and figures before you. There are 1 or 2 things that I think might be 
of interest to the committee. 

[ am advised ina letter from the manager of the port of Bellingham : 

never received any relief on maintenance in this harbor, although 


was set up in it originally for the breakwater. The Government 


has ne nt anything on it. The port has continued to spend money until it 


has reached the point where it is not financially able to do more. 


This port of Bellingham which, as the general stated, is a town of 
about 34,000 people, has invested better than $1,250,000 in this particu- 
lar development. It seems to me that the port of Bellingham has not 
sat back on its haunches and waited for Uncle Sam to come along 
«end give them a hand in the development of their harbor, but that 


+) 


iey have gone ahead themselves and on their own initiative and 
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through their own resources have attempted to develop the harbor 
to the best of their financial ability. 

I honestly believe that this proposed authorization represents only 
a fair share from the Federal Government in developing a resource 
which is a benefit not only to the people of Bellingham and that 
area—and I might say that boats come all the way from San Pedro 
up to this fishing area—but it creates an asset for the Federal Govern- 
ment as well. 

The matter of fishing was mentioned here, and I think it might be 
of interest to note that in 1953 the fishing industry in Bellingham 
spent over $14 million for wages and fishing supplies. 

Also, another thing that was not mentioned is that the Bellingham 
shipyard is doing a very considerable amount of boatbuilding for 
the Federal Government. I believe they have something like $25 
million in contracts. That shows on those pictures where the in- 
creased activity on that waterfront is. 

In submitting this to your committee I think my basic thought is, 
as I said before, that the port of Bellingham has shown a tremen- 
dous interest in this in spending their own money, and they now 
ask that the Federal Government participate. ‘They say that they 
want to maintain this, and I believe that is shown with the $502,000 
contribution to this project, that they are ready, willing, and able 
to put forth. 

Mr. Angeti. Congressman Westland, we certainly thank you for 
your prese entation. 

Congressman Mack, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Mack. I might compliment the gentleman from Washington, 
Mr. Westland, on the vigor with which he has pursued the securing 
of this project for his community. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Neax. I do not think I have any questions for Mr. Westland. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. I think he has done very well. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetyw. Do you have any additional witnesses ? 

Mr. Westianpd. No. Lhave no additional witnesses, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANncety. A statement has been received from Senator Magnu- 
son which will be inserted in the record at this point. 

This will conclude the hearing on this project. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON SMALL-Boatr BASIN, BELLINGHAM, WASH., BY SENATOR 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, on February 8 of this year I introduced S. 2916 to authorize 
modification of the existing project for Bellingham Harbor in the State of 
Washington to provide for a small-boat basin. I hope that this much-needed 
improvement will receive favorable consideration by this committee and that 
you will recommend it for authorization in the omnibus bill for rivers and 
harbors for 1954. 

It is proposed to provide a small boat basin adjacent to Squalicum Creek 
Waterway by construction and maintenance of two sections of rubble-mound 
breakwater, removal of the existing rubble-mound breakwater and mai~te- 
nance of minimum depths of 12 feet in the entrances of the new basin. ‘ihe 
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project is estimated to cost $1,224,300 for new work with an annual maintenance 
cost of $13,500 in addition to that now required. 

The plan is to provide safe moorage for 300 commercial fishing craft and 700 
recreational craft, The existing moorage areas are inadequate, frequently 
causing damage to vessels in the present crowded mooring basins during storms. 
From this standpoint alone it is expected there will be a saving in such damages 
of $47,000 through elimination of such storm damages; that there will be a 
net increase in the value of the fish catch, through the elimination of harbor 
delays and from enabling vessels now based at distant ports to use Bellingham 
Harbor as a base, of $62,000. It also will increase recreational boating values 
some $18,480. 

These various benefits of $128,480 gives a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.64—indi- 
cating the project is economically feasible. 

The city of Bellingham maintains a small-boat basin with facilities for han- 
dling 180 craft. It is now used for both fishing and pleasure boats and has 
become overcrowded and inadequate. Boats are subjected not only to the wear 
and tear resulting from congestion but are subject to wind and wave action 


during storms. 

I believe it is necessary that we have a backlog of authorized, economically 
feasible ready-to-go public works if the unemployment situation in Washington 
State becomes any worse due to a continuing business recession. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this important and well- 


justified project. 


CotumeBia River BerwEen CurtnooK, WAsH., AND THE Heap or Sanp 
IsLAND 


Mr. Ancetu. We will proceed with the remaining project, which is 
the Columbia River between Chinook, Wash., and the head of Sand 
Island, in which our colleague from this committee, Mr. Mack, is very 
much interested, having introduced a bill to authorize the project, 
H. R. 4411 of the 83d Congress. 

Without objection, H. R. 4411 will be inserted in the record at this 


point. 
(H. R. 4411 is as follows :) 
[H. R, 4411, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To authorize certain works of improvement on the Columbia River between 
Chinook, Washington, and the head of Sand Island 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for navigation in the Colum- 
bia River between Chinook, Washington, and the head of Sand Island is hereby 
adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and supervision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the 
plans and recommendations contained in Senate Document Numbered 8, Eighty- 
third Congress, first session. 

Mr. Ance.i. General Itschner, we would be glad to have your 
report. 

General Irscuner. This report is on the Columbia River between 
Chinook, Wash., and the head of Sand Island. It is a review of a prior 
report for the purpose of determining if any modification of the exist- 
ing project is advisable at this time, as requested by a resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, adopted on 
June 1, 1948. 

The report is published as Senate Document No. 8 of the 83d 
Congress, Ist session. 

Chinook, Wash., is located close to the mouth of the Columbia River, 
6 miles from the end of those jetties that we looked at a short time ago, 
on the north shore, or the Washington shore of the river. It actually 
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is on an arm of the river called Baker Bay. It is a small community 
with a permanent population of about 500. The tributary area to the 
town is one which produces a good deal of timber products. There is a 
dairying area where the timber has been cleared and there is some 
farming done, producing miscellaneous vegetables, fruits, and nuts, 
and so on. However, the city really faces toward the sea and looks 
to the sea for most of its support through fishing. There is a cannery 
located in the town, and during the season when the salmon runs are 
at their height there is generally a scow located in the harbor of 
Chinook to receive fish, which are then hauled to canneries elsewhere. 
So at that time, in effect, you have two means of disposing of the 
catch. 

In 1952 there were 45,000 tons approximately of logs rafted from 
Chinook, having been dumped there by trucks operating by road back 
into the hinterland ; and about 200 tons of fish that actually came into 
the cannery in town. It is not known how many tons were sold 
additionally offshore. 

There are at the present time about 30 fishing boats stationed in 
the harbor. During the fishing season an additional 12 boats on an 
average come to Chinook to deliver their catches because of its advan- 
tageous location so near the mouth of the Columbia River; and an 
additional 20 tuna fishing vessels come into Chinook to deliver their 
catches. 

In 1936, the inhabitants of the town spent $20,750 of their own 
money to construct a wood-piling breakwater, reinforced with 
dredged sand on the river side at the town of Chinook. In 1939 the 
Federal Government in response to an euthorization that was received 
the preceding year undertook to reconstruct portions of this pile jetty 
or breakwater that had been constructed by local interests. 

It is proposed at this time that a channel be dredged by the Federal 
Government from water which is at least 10 feet deep in the Columbia 
tiver at the mouth of Baker Bay and opposite Sand Island shoreward 
toward Chinook, 150 feet wide, thence around the existing breakwater 
into a turning and mooring basin immediately opposite the town of 
Chinook. This mooring basin would be between 275 to 500 feet wide. 

In addition, it is recommended that the breakwater be extended 
upstream 393 feet and then shoreward 600 feet, and at that point 
a rock fill of a smaller section be constructed 300 feet across the tidal 
lands to the high land shown. 

The cost of the proposed project would be $227,100 from Federal 
funds and $12,000 non-Federal. That is $227,100 Federal funds at 
current prices, and $12,000 local contribution, for a total of $239,100. 

The benefit-cost ratio at current prices is 1.36 to 1. The local coop- 
eration consists of the furnishing of lands, easements and rights-of- 
way; spoil disposal areas; hold and save the United States free from 
damages; maintain the project depth of 10 feet in the turning and 
mooring basin; and provide and maintain terminal and mooring 
facilities open to all at proper and equitable cost. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there any additional annual maintenance there? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The maintenance to the Federal Gov- 
ernment would be $12,170. The maintenance in the past has been 
$6,000, so that the difference is $6,170, which represents an increase. 
39263—54—-vol. 1-48 
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Mr. Ancexu. General Itschner, on the map you have there to the 
left of the turning basin, what is that structure there ? 

General Irscuner. To the south or left of the turning basin is a 
pile breakwater. 

Mr. Ancexu. Built of piles? 

General Irscuner. It was constructed by local interests of piles, 
with some rock alongside, and it is proposed to leave the piling there 
and to extend it by driving new piles, and put in a timber wall and 
reinforce it with rock dumped on either side. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the construction of that wall? 

General Irscuner. Timber. Solid timber walls. The reason for 
constructing a breakwater is that there has been a considerable amount 
of accretion in the harbor; but perhaps more than that there has been 
a large amount of difficulty due to waves dashing over the top of the 
existing breakwater and along the upstream side of the proposed 
basin, which has damaged ships. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the width of the turning basin? 

General Irscuner. It varies in width from 275 feet at its narrowest 
point to 500 feet at its widest point. 

Mr. AncEeLL. What is its draft ? 

General Irscuner. It has a 10-foot depth and it is 600 feet long. 

Mr. AnceLi. Would it accommodate any boats for mooring, or will 
it be used for turning? 

General Inscuner. It will accommodate boats for mooring. At the 
present time there are 30 boats in there and an additional 32 boats 
that come in during the fishing season to deliver their catch. This 
new basin would take eare of about 100 fishing vessels. 

Mr. Ancetut. Thank you, General. 

Are there any questions of General Itschner from the committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancor. As I said initially, this project is in the district of 
our very esteemed colleague, Mr. Mack of Washington, who intro- 
duced H. R. 4411. 

Congressman Mack, I am sure the committee will be very happy 
to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Mack. The history of Chinook as a fishing village has been a 
most interesting one. It has been a fishing village for many hundreds 
of years. A very distinguished citizen of New York State, Washing- 
ton Irving, wrote this story about Astoria some time soon after 1800. 
He tells in that book of the first boat that came into what is now the 
town of Astoria. This village of Chinook at that time was inhabited 
by the Chinook Tribe. It was spelled C-h-e-n-o-o-k. The “e” has 
been changed to an “i” now. The chief there was Chief Concomly. 
Later this boat proceeded out to sea and went to Vancouver Island. 
At that point the Indians came aboard and stole a good deal of mer- 
chandise. The mate of the ship lured the Indians back again and 
then went down and set the powder kegs ablaze and blew up the ship, 
killing hundreds of Indians. I think that is the incident Conrad used 
in his story Lord Jim, because he describes how the mate blows up 
the ship to destroy the natives in the South Seas. 
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I have been to Chinook several times and have seen this location. 
It is true that a good deal of the area inside the breakwater is filling up 
and there is not the opportunity to use it that there was formerly. 
While the town of Chinook has only 500 people, the fish that are 
caught there go to fish canneries not only at Chinook, but at Ilwaco, 
and also on the long peninsula, which is a body of land lying between 
Willapa Harbor and the Columbia River. People who work there 
come from all up and down the peninsula to work in the cannery 
at Chinook. 


There is a considerable number of boats that do use it. I would 
say there are about 40 to 50, and there is a valuable fishing place there 
on probably the world’s greatest salmon river, the Columbia River. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Mack, do you recommend this project ? 

Mr. Mack. Most heartily. 

Mr. Becker. That is all. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetit. We thank you, General, for your very fine report and 
we thank you, Congressman Mack. We have received a statement 
from Senator Magnuson which, without objection, will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 


STATEMENT ON IMPROVEMENT OF FACILITIES FOR NAVIGATION ON THE COLUMBIA 


River BErwEEN CHINOOK, WASH., AND THE HEAD oF SAND ISLAND—By SENATOR 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, on March 30, 1953, I introduced for Senator Jackson and myself 

1507 a bill to authorize modification of the existing project on the Columbia 
River between Chinook, Wash., and the head of Sand Island in order to improve 
facilities for navigation. 

This project calls for a channel 10 feet deep and 150 feet wide extending from 
the head of Sand Island to Chinook, a turning and mooring basin at the upper 
end of the channel 660 feet wide and ranging from 275 to 500 feet wide, recon- 
struction of the easterly 393 feet of existing breakwater; and extension of the 
existing breakwater easterly and thence northerly to connect with the shore. 

The estimated cost of the project is $196,200 for construction with $8,000 
annually for maintenance in addition to that now required. The existing 
project provides for a channel 8 feet deep, 150 feet wide and about 4,000 feet 
long. 

Chinook Harbor is strategically located with respect to ocean fishing grounds 
and the district engineer has found that need exists for a larger and more ade- 
quately protected harbor. 

The proposed project is urgently needed by the businessmen, fishing inter- 
ests, and homeowners in the vicinity. Due to Columbia River current changes, 
washing away of Sand Island, and the inadequacy of the present breakwater 
at Chinook Bay, shore property from the Fort Columbia State part to the pro- 
posed harbor project is being rapidly washed away with each successive storm 
and high tide. Some property owners have lost 40 to 50 feet of frontage and 
are in danger of losing their homes as well. 

The project is of an emergency nature and the ratio costs of 1.81 indicate it 
is economically feasible for the estimated benefits are $37,115. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this important and well- 
justified project. 


S. 


Mr. Ance.y. Are there any further witnesses on this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoety. If not, and if there is nothing further, the committee 
will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3:35 p. m. the committee adjourned until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Friday, March 5, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 5, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SupcoMMIrrese ON Rivers AND Hargors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. ANcGeiti. The committee will come to order. 


Everetr Harror AND Snonomisu River, WAsH. 


Mr. AnGeLL. The first project we have listed for hearing this morn- 
ing is Everett Harbor and Snohomish River, Wash., House Document 
569 of the 81st Congress. 

This project is in the district, I understand, of our colleague, the 
Honorable Jack Westland of Washington, who is present with us 
today. If it is agreeable to you, Congressman, we will first have the 
report of the Corps of Engineers, and I will call on General Itschner 
for his report at this time. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITISCHNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


General Irscuner. This report is on Everett Harbor and Snoho- 
mish River, Wash. It is a review of reports on Everett Harbor and 
Snohomish River, Wash., requested by a resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on Oc- 
tober 8, 1938. The report is published as House Document No. 569 
of the 81st Congress, 2d session. 

Everett is a city of about 34,000 population, with a considerably 
larger population in the tributary area, located on Puget Sound ap- 
proximately 30 miles north of Seattle, and 60 miles south of Bel- 
lingham. The tributary area at Everett is an area that has timber, 
agriculture, especially dairy products, poultry, hay, oats, truck farm- 
ing, berries, and potatoes. There are some minerals in the surround- 
ing area and fishing is very important to the town. 

The town itself is one of the leading lumber, pulp, paper, and 
other forestry products producers in the Pacific Northwest. 

The commerce in 1952 amounted to 3,309,000 tons, of which 2,797,000 
tons were logs and lumber and various forestry products, and 98,800 
tons of incoming petroleum. 


663 


664 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


There are based in the town of Everett 30 towboats, 87 fishing boats, 
and about 500 pleasure craft. There are 29 wharves and piers in the 
harbor, of which the largest is the one built by and operated by the 
Everett Port Commission Terminal. It is a very large area which 
during the war was utilized by the Navy. 

The existing project in Everett Harbor is a rather complicated one. 
[t consists first of a training dike extending from the far side of the 
Snohomish River on an island ealled Smith Island, more or less paral- 
lel to the shore a distance of about 14,000 feet to the south into an arm 
of Puget Sound called Port Gardner. There is a channel 30 feet deep 
and 900 feet wide, called East Waterway. East Waterway at the 
present time is the principal terminus for oceangoing vessels. There 
is a smaller channel parallel to the dike from Port Gardner 8 feet deep 
by 100 feet wide, which goes north as far as 14th Street in the town of 
Everett, at which point there is a settling basin. This settling basin 
is 12 feet deep, 700 feet wide, and 1,200 feet long. 

From the settling basin and still parallel to the dike, and extending 
up the mouth of the Snohomish River, is a channel 8 feet in project 
depth. I might say that that channel is now actually only one-half 
a foot deep in places, and therefore it must be traversed during high 
tides. Likewise the 8-foot channel below the settling basin extending 
on into Port Gardner is very shallow. 

The complete cost to the Federal Government for this work up to 
the present time has been $326,000 for new work and for annual 
maintenance an average of $8,000. The annual maintenance is rather 
high because it is necessary periodically to go into this settling basin 
and remove the material that settles there, which comes down from 
the Snohomish River through this gap at the point, or near the mouth 
of the Snohomish River. 

Navigation has had a great deal of difficulty in past years due to the 
shallow water I mentioned, because this channel from Port Gardner 
parallel to the dike in the city of Everett and around into the Sno- 
homish River is used a great deal by towboats hauling log rafts. There 
are several very large mills up the Snohomish River at about the 
farthest north point in the city of Everett, and then extending to the 
south up the Snohomish River. There have also been difficulties 
experienced due to the flow of the Snohomish River through a gap 
which was cut in this dike for times of flood. The flood flow is re- 
stricted by the portion of the dike that remains north of the gap. 
Furthermore, the remainder of the river flowing to the south between 
the long dike and the shore silts up the basin to the south. Therefore 
it is necessary to traverse it at the very highest tides in order to get 
through into the Snohomish River. 

It is proposed in order to correct this condition to do the following: 
First, to remove the portion of the dike that still remains north of the 
gap which was cut in it, to allow the Snohomish River to pass on out 
into Puget Sound. By removing this portion of the dike it is con- 
templated that the flood flows of the river will be permitted to pass 
through the gap with little retardation. 

Second, it is proposed to construct a spur dike from the shore at 
the north end of Everett 1,410 feet out toward the existing dike, for 
the purpose of preventing as much flow as possible in the river from 
passing down into the harbor. If that is done obviously it will reduce 
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the amount of siltation in the harbor and in the settling basin, and 
permit the river to gouge out a better channel into deep water. It can 
deposit all of this material in the bay rather than in the harbor. 

Thirdly, it is proposed to deepen the settling basin so that it will 
not be necessary to go in there so frequently in order to dredge it out. 
In that way it will reduce the cost because a large portion of the cost 
of going into a basin like this for dredging purposes is the cost of 
mobilizing and demobilizing equipment. It is proposed to dredge 
this basin 20 feet deep and not to extend its horizontal dimensions. 

Last, it is proposed to deepen the channel which exists there, which 
has an authorized depth of 8 feet to a depth of 15 feet, and to increase 
its width from 100 feet to 150 feet from Port Gardner to the settling 
basin. Also to widen that channel to a total width of 425 feet at its 
upper end to serve as a turning basin and as an anchorage for vessels. 

The total work involved will amount to 350,000 yards of dredging 
for the settling basin and 276,000 yards of dredging in order to deepen 
the channel at Port Gardner. 

The total cost of this proposed new work is $402,000, of which the 
Federal Government would contribute $395,500. 

Mr. Ancety. General, what was that last item ? 

General Irscuner. The Federal Government would contribute 
$395,500 and local interests $6,500. Those prices are based upon 1953 
price levels and therefore are essentially current. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.48 to 1. 

The cost of maintenance of the existing project is $35,000. It is 
anticipated that the cost to maintain the revised project will be only 
$22,000 because we will reduce greatly, we believe, the amount of 
settling that occurs in the channel and in the settling basin. There- 
fore, there is a savings estimated at $13,000 in annual maintenance. 

The local contribution consists of the usual furnishing of lands, 
easements and rights-of-way; hold and save the Government free 
from damages and claims; maintaining the depth in the access channel 
to the mooring basin at 14th Street. 

The State of Washington has concurred in this project and the De- 
partment of the Interior concurred in the project. The Bureau of 
the Budget has no objection to the project. 

Mr. Ance.u. General Itschner, what is the major traffic in the port? 

General Irscuner. The major traffic in the port is lumber and logs 
amounting to about 3 million tons a year. 

Mr. Anceii. Congressman Mack, have you any questions of General 
Itschner ? 

Mr. Mack. General Itschner, on the map you referred to the re- 
moval of a piece of dike at point D. Would the removal of that dike 
cause the area behind it to be increasingly flooded ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. Because that dike at the head of Smith 
Island does not terminate at both ends on high ground, but is a spur 
dike which projects from Smith Island out into the river. It does 
not serve to protect any land behind it from flooding. When removed, 
it should reduce flood stages a small amount in the lower reaches of the 
Snohomish River. 

Mr. Mack. The area behind the settling basin will accommodate, 
I suppose, only tugs, scows and fishing boats ? 
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General Irscuner. You mean this area? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. As it stands now this area north of 
14th Street, particularly beyond these piers, is very shallow and would 
have to be dredged. If it were dredged to the proper depth it would 
accommodate vessels up to 15 feet in draft. At least the channel 
leading to this area would be 15 feet deep, so that the draft of vessels 
will probably have to be less than 15 feet. It will serve small-draft 
vessels, such as towboats, fishing boats, and other small boats. 

Mr. Mack. A vessel drawing only 15 feet or less would not be a 
cargo ship for dry cargo, lumber, or commodities of that kind, would 
it ? 

General Irscuner. Not for transocean shipping. No, sir. Vessels 
for that purpose generally require a depth of about 30 feet as a 
minimum. 

Mr. Mack. How many boats can use this basin when it wa nemeperreet 
General Irscunrr. There are at the present time 30 towboats, 8 
fishing boats and 500 pleasure craft that are based in the area, ea 
would use either the sm: 7 boat basin to the south of the Everett Port 
Commission terminal, or probably new developments north thereof. 

Mr. Mack. The m: Jar justification for this project, I presume, 1s 
to serve the commercial boats, that is, the fishing and towing boats 
rather than the pleasure craft ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. And actually it is not intended 
to make available a basin above the | propose od settling basin ; but rather 
to provi ide a means of towing log rafts principally into the river past 
the area that might be used for a small-boat basin north of the com- 
mission terminal. 

Mr. Mack. What is the population of the city of Everett ? 

General Irscuner. In the 1950 census it was about 34,000. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, General. 

Mr. Ance.y. Dr. Neal. 

Mr. Neau. General, you say there are a number of mills in this lo- 
cality up the stream ? 

General Irscuner. Yes,sir. There are, and very large mills. 

Mr. Near. Do they get their supply of timber ‘from inland or will 
it be floated in through this channel you are proposing? 

General Irscuner. A large part of it is obtained from huge rafts 
which are floated up through Port Gardner and through the channel 
we are proposing. 

Mr. Neat. I see. 

General Irscuner. I might say these mills are extremely large. 
Furthermore, at the present time there is an expansion program that 
is actually underway at least at one of these mills. 

Mr. Mack. Where are the pulp and paper mills located? Are they 
on the river? 

Mr. Westianp. Could I interrupt? 

General Irscuner. I will ask Mr. Westland. I think they are on 
Port Gardner at least. I think this is one and this is one. I think 
these are largely sawmills, the ones I have seen up in here. There is 
one there and one there. Is that right, Mr. Westland ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. WestLanp. Approximately here and right in here. The Weyer- 
haeuser plant finished building about a 20- to 25-million-dollar kraft 
paper mill. Here is the Scott Paper Co. That is in through here, 
which is of course considerably larger than it shows on this map. 
They too have finished about a 20- to 30-million-dollar expansion of 
their pulp and paper plant and are seeking additional grounds now 
to build a bigger plant. The one the general mentioned over here 
is the Weyerhaeuser plant, which is also a pulp mill. Those are the 
pulp mills that are in the town. Of course, the others are sawmills 
and shingle mills and, as the general also said, there are other sawmills 
and a pulp and paper mill on the river. 

Mr. Mack. The new oil refinery which is being built by Socony- 
Vacuum is not at Everett, is it / 

Mr. WesrmoreLanp. No,sir. One is being built at Ferndale, which 
is near Bellingham. And the Shell Oil Co. is building one at Ana- 
cortes, a project which I hope to have before the committee later on 
in this session. By the same token Standard Oil Co. of California 
right in here, just a few miles out of town, has bought 2,200 acres 
W here they expect to build an oil refinery too. 

In other words, this area is growing tremendously. 

Mr. Ancexi. Congressman Westland, before we call on you for a 
presentation, are there any further questions of General Itschner ¢ 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancety. If not, we thank you, General. 

Congressman Westland, the committee will be very happy to hear 
you. 

Mr. Westianp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a prepared 
statement, but if I might I prefer to make some comments, 

Mr. Anceiu. Without objection, the prepared statement may be 
received and printed in the record and you may make such oral com- 
ments as you wish. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JACK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING PROJECT 
ror Everett HAksor, WASH., AS RECOMMENDED BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
Unirep Srates Army (H. Doc. No. 569, 8lst ConeGress, 2p Sgss.) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, again General Itschner has most 
ably and clearly presented for your consideration a project in which I have a 
deep and continuing interest and which I trust will be approved for construction 
by this committee. 

I will be followed here by the manager of the port of Everett commission who 
will point out to the committee the changes affecting the feasibility of this 
project which have occurred since the date of completion of the survey covered 
by the Corps of Engineers report. It is entirely unnecessary for me to dupli- 
eate the presentations of those who have gone before and who will come after. 
It would be an imposition on the valuable time of the members of the com- 
mittee for me to do so. 

There is one factor, however, which I would like to emphasize for the record, 
although I am sure it is a matter with which the distinguished members of 
this committee are familiar. The growth and development of the fishing in- 
dustry of Everett Harbor in recent years is widely recognized and a matter 
of great importance in your consideration of the feasibility of this project. 
You will be given figures showing the tremendous increase in the number of 
fishing boats of various kinds which are based in Everett Harbor during the 













































6608 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


last 4 or 5 years. Even this outstanding record, however, does not reflect the 
true potential of this industry in the Everett area. Puget Sound salmon runs 
have increased tremendously, recently, due to sound conservation and research 
development. Many more commercial boats could and would be accommodated 
at this harbor if facilities are made available. You will be told that during 
the year 1953, 9,473,963 pounds of fish were landed at docks in Everett Harbor. 
That, gentlemen, is a substantial amount of the finest protein food there is and 
that figure will undoubtedly be increased upon completion of the modification 
of the Everett Harbor project as proposed. 

The small boat building industry and the recreational boat traffic, both of 
which are growing by leaps and bounds, will be greatly aided by this development. 

The area surrounding Everett, Wash., the location of Everett Harbor, is grow- 
ing in population at more than double the national rate. The combination of 
unusually favorable working conditions and unlimited natural resources is re- 
sulting in a tremendous industrial development in this area. Our harbors, which 
are of such great importance to this development, have been neglected for too 
long a time by the Federal Government. Local interests are investing thousauds 
of dollars each year, but development by local interests is naturally limited 
by their capacity to raise the necessary funds and Federal aid is essential. 

I respectfully urge the approval of the Everett Harbor modification project 
by this committee. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you. 

Rather than dealing in facts and figures, I would prefer to try to 
give this committee an overall picture of this thing. 

One of the problems, as the General well knows, ‘has bee n the silting 
up of this basin. The General mentioned how it was a half a foot 
deep, and I will guarantee that is all it is too. I have gone out here 
on pleasure craft with a 3-foot draft and at just medium tide we 
lragged bottom going in through here. It has been a constant 
source of additional cost to towboats with their leg rafts. As they 
say, they have had to wait for high tide and tie up outside some- 
place, meaning additional costs for their crews. 

What we hope is that this will avoid the silting up of the port of 
Everett. We hope this water will come out here and fill it up through 
here. From this area in here with low tide on the other side of this 
jetty over to a place called Mission Beach is 3 miles, and you can walk 
that, oe you will never go over your head—it is that shallow. 

Just to put a little romance into this picture, if this silting and 
ieuiaien and subsequent filling goes on there is a potential at least 
of some 10,000 acres for future commercial sites in this area. We 
have companies and industrial concerns that are looking for that sort 
of thing. That would come to no additional cost. 

The population of this town was mentioned as being 34,000, and 
being my hometown I would just like to say this: Our city limits 
are here and here and the river and 52d Street, where 34,000 people 
are located. If you go 10 to 15 blocks south of that you will get 
a popul: ition of 50 to 60.000. 

The fact that the port of Everett is not contributing much to this 
project may enter into your consideration. I notice it is $395,000 
to $6,000, or something like that. I would just like to say this in 
regard to that: Since the war the Port Commission of Everett has 
been rejuvenated. When I returned to Everett I found that we were 
paying about 4 percent for our port bonds, which seemed silly to me. 
We are now paying less than 2 percent, and we have gotten our financ- 
ing in proper shape. Since that the port commission built this. At 
the present time they are spending a half a million dollars on re- 
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juvenating an old and practically fallen-down pier. They have 
bonded themselves simply to the limit of their capacity. They are 
right up to the hilt, as far as the expenditure of funds is concerned. 

I would not want this committee to feel that the port of Everett 
was derelict in local contributions. They are doing, I think, every- 
thing that they can possibly do to the limit of their financial ability. 
\s I said, I did not want to get into figures as to increased costs and 
values, and the fish catch, and that sort of thing. 

I have here the new port manager from the city of Everett, Mr. 
Thomas J. Murray, whom I would like to introduce now. I would 
like also to say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Murray is brand-new in this 
job. We just lost our previous port commissioner. He died very 
suddenly. While Mr. Murray has gone into the background of this 
quite a little bit, still there may be some technical points that he may 
not be familiar with. 

There is one other thing that I wanted to bring to your attention. 
There is a savings of $13 000 according to the General’s estimate in 
the maintenance of this project, as comparing the new project versus 
the old. It struck me in capitalizing that at 4 percent you have 

$300,000, which is within $95,000 of the cost of the Federal Govern- 
ment on this project. 

Mr. Ance.i. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

Are there any questions of the Congressman before we hear Mr. 
Murray ? 

Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman, I never ask anybody to go back over 
something I missed, but there is one question that comes to my mind. 

You mentioned the silt coming out of the waterway, I would say 
to the west of Everett if that map is right. 

Mr. Westianp. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. If that silt comes down there and piles up and fills 
in to the extent where perhaps you would be creating some 10,000 
acres, what would happen because of the blocking up of the water 
way? Would not that silt eventually then back up toward the water 
way? You see that blue water to the left? 

Mr. WestiaNnp. Up here? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Westianp. That would be the river which would be scouring 
it and which would still keep this open. All of the traffic goes up 
there through here. There is no traffic that goes this way. 

Mr. Brecker. I see. 

Mr. Ance.i. What is this water in the immediate foreground shown 
onthe map? Is it the bay? 

Mr. Westianp. It is the bay—Port Gardner Bay. 

Mr. Neat. Is it very shallow? 

Mr. Westianp. Very. As I said before, at low tide you can walk 
without going over your head, I am sure, from here over to here, 
which is a distance of about 3 miles. 

Mr. Neav. Outside the jetties? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neat. The type of dredging involved here is hydraulic; is it 
not ? 

Mr. Westrianp. I will leave that to the General. I do not know 
what it is. 
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General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It would be done with a pipeline 
dredge. 

Mr. Nea. You use this shallow area outside as a dumping ground ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. We would dredge in this case, since the 
water is quite protected, with a pipeline dredge, and pump the mate- 
rial behind bulkheads up on the shore someplace, where we want to 
form a new wharf area. 

Mr. Neat. In other words, you have other uses for it, General ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Rather than pump it out into the 
bay. We always prefer to pump it someplace where it will stay. 

Mr. Becker. Do you see where the words “Port Gardner” are on 
the map? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Brecker. How deep is the water there leading into that basin 
at that point? 

Mr. WrstiaNnp. That is fairly deep. Here, for example, is the 
Weyerhaeuser pulp mill, which brings full-size ships in. I imagine 
there must be a 30-foot depth there. 

General Irscuner. Right at the mouth of the East Waterway it 
becomes very deep. In that portion of the bay it is 300 feet deep less 
than 500 feet off the end of the waterway. 

Mr. Ancexu. Are there docking facilities there for oceanic boats? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It is a deep-sea port. 

Mr. Wesrianp. If I might say so, Mr. (entries, we have had the 
Essex class carrier in here. That will draw 31 to 32 feet. This is the 
naval base and naval shipyard and carriers have been in there. They 
have been dragging bottom but they have been in there. 


Mr. Ancetx. Do you have oysters, or clams, or other fish products 
in that bay ? 

Mr. WestLanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Those are farther up? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes, sir. Those are in your area, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Westland, for your statement. 

We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Murray. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. MURRAY, MANAGER, PORT OF 
EVERETT, WASH. 


Mr. Murray. I would like to submit a prepared statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Without objection, your prepared statement will be 
received for the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Murray is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. MuRRAY, MANAGER PORT OF EVERETT, WASH. 


My name is Thomas J. Murray, and I am the duly appointed manager of the 
port of Everett, Wash. 

The port of Everett is a municipal corporation organized under an enabling 
act of the legislature of the State of Washington. The organization now has 
holdings of approximately $2 million which include a terminal for oceangoing 
vessels, docks, and related buildings for fishboats and fish-processing industries, 
a ferry-landing dock, yacht basins and moorings, and industrial sites. 

The purpose of this testimony is to bring up to date certain of the facts out- 
lined in House Document 569, Slst Congress, 2d session, which facts were 
primarily used for the determining of benefits to be derived from the pro- 
posed project. 
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The request for modernization of the existing project was dictated by the 
necessity of preserving the fishing industry of Everett, which industry provides 
direct employment and associated benefits to a large segment of the population 
in and around Everett. 

Since the survey report was completed by the Corps of Engineers in 1948, the 
total number of fishboats based at Everett has increased considerably. As an 
example, one type fishing boat, the large purse-seine type, has increased in 
number from 25 to 35, a 40 percent increase. In addition to purse-seine type 
fishing boats the gill-netter type has increased in number to approximately 
120 in 1953. Port records reveal that a total of about 800 boats were based at 
Everett in 1953. This figure is approximately 200 more than reported in 1948 
and ineludes fishing boats, towboats, and pleasure craft. 

To determine approximately one-half of the benefits to be derived from 
modernization of the Everett project, fish tonnages, and value of increased 
fish catch, were used in House Document 569. In that report the district engi- 
neer estimated that the fish catch, with the proposed improvement, could 
possibly be increased by 7 percent. In that report, which includes figures up 
to the year 1948, the estimated tonnage of fish landed in Everett harbor was 
950 tons a year. With the improvements the additional 7 percent, or 67 tons, 
would increase that total for the harbor to 1,017 tons per year. 

As another example, the records on one fish company in Everett show their 
tonnage alone in 1953 was 1,904 tons—almost 900 tons, or double, the total) 
amount estimated for the entire Everett Harbor for a year in the figures com 
pleted in 1948. This one company’s reported fish tonnage for 1948 was 1,220 
tons; their reported tonnage for the year 1953 was 1,904 tons, a 56 percent in- 
crease in 1953 over their tonnage for the year 1948. The revenue for these 
same tonnages went from $1,882,224 in 1948 to $4,920,806 in 1953, a revenue 
increase of 161 percent. Copy of attached letter from the Chase Seafood Co. of 
Everett substantiates these figures. 

There are three large fish processing plants in Everett. The State depart- 
ment of fisheries, State of Washington, reported that the total amount of fish 
landed in the Everett Harbor during the year 1953 amounted to 9,473,963 
pounds. While figures for 1948 are not available, 7,678,324 pounds were landed 
at Everett in 1949—an increase of 23 percent in 4 years. 

Other harbor traffic has shown definite increases since the last figures used 
in support of the project. In House Document 569, the last comparative state- 
ment of traffic for Everett Harbor includes the year 1946. The total harbor 
traffic for that year was 3,050,143 tons. 

The most recent annual comparison of this total amount as published by the 
Corps of Engineers is for the year 1952. The total harbor traffic for 1952 was 
3,309,034 tons—a gain of 258,891 tons for comparative annual tonages. 

Since the original Corps of Engineers report was completed in 1948 the port 
of Everett has more than fulfilled the requirements for local participation. 

The port of Everett has, within the past 2 years, invested approximately 
$500,000 in additional harbor facilities. The expenditure was for the acquisition 
and renovation of terminal facilities and for the extension and modernization 
of fishboat moorages. 

In February 1954, the initial step was completed by the port organization 
for an industrial expansion program which, when completed, will provide ap- 
proximately 1,800 acres of tidewater industrial sites. 

The industrial growth in the Everett area since the Corps of Engineers report 
was completed has exceeded any and all estimates and expectations projected 
in 1948, 

As examples of recent industrial growth in the immediate Everett area two 
new plant constructions total over $60 million worth of industrial expansion. 
The Weyerhaeuser Timber Co. Kraft Pulp Mill was recently completed at a 
reported investment of $24 million. The Scott Paper Co. have their construc- 
tion program with a reported investment of $40 million well under way at this 
time. 

All indications at this time point to continued gains, many of which are 
directly dependent upon the authorization and realization of the proposed 
project. 

As the representative of the port of Everett, speaking in behalf of all local 
interests who have heretofore signified their approval and support of this 
project, we sincerely request the project be authorized. Thank you. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THoMAs J. MURRAY, 
Manager, Port of Everett, Wash. 
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PURSE SEINE VESSEL OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
Everett, Wash., February 26, 1954. 
Port COMMISSION, 
Port of Everett, Bvrerett, Wash 

GENTLEMEN: In reply to your request we are submitting this information 
to you 

There are at present 35 purse seine vessels of 20 gross tons or over who 
make Everett their home port. That represents an increase of 40 percent over 
the data submitted to you in 1948. 

We have no exact records of poundage of fish taken and delivered to this 
port, but we have an approximate amount received for fish in past season 
which exceeds $1 million, and this amount would have been greater had not 
the State fisheries department closed the fall fishing because of inadequate 
escapements of spawning salmon 

There are other vessels from other ports that enter this port with fish cargoes 
for our waterfront markets and canneries Others use the waterway to and 
from the shipyard facilities at 14th Street dock. 

Repairs to our vessels have increased 121% percent over 1948, also fuel and 
other costs have substantially increased. 

It is our belief that the dredging of a deeper and wider channel will increase 
the number of purse seine vessels that will make Everett their home port. With 
deeper and wider channels, larger vessels wil! be able to enter the boat harbor 
at 14th Street dock without danger of stranding with possible damage and any 
loss of time waiting for the higher tides. 

The larger vessels have a draft of 14 feet fully loaded and the smaller type 
from 8 to 10 feet. 

ro make Everett a more appealing port to all types and sizes of fishing 
vessels, and improving the facilities for the present fleet, we are hoping for 
an early completion of the suggested improvements. 

Respectfully yours, 
PAUL MARTINIS, Jr., 
Eerecutive Committee. 


CHASE SEAFOOD Co. 
Everett, Wash., February 27, 1954. 


LE vERETT PorRT COMMISSION, 
Everett, Wash. 


GENTLEMEN: You have requested a comparison of fish tonnage brought into 
Everett during 1953 as against 1948. 


The following figures concerning my own company will, I am certain, speak 
for themselves. 


Tonnage . . ii ale ? b ‘ 1,904 | 
Revenue ss . ‘i onenne ‘ ‘ $4, 920, 806 | 


We cannot stress too much the importance of completion of the suggested 
harbor improvements. 


Yours very truly, 
STEPHEN L. CuasE, President. 

Mr. Murray. As Mr. Westland stated, I am very new at the port of 
Everett as a manager. For the past 2 years I have been a port con- 
sultant and they have been one of my clients, so I am not completely 
new at it. 

Mr. Anceii. You may be seated, if you care to, or you may stand. 

Mr. Murray. I will stand, if I may. 

Mr. Westland and General Itschner pretty will summed up the case 
I have here. What I have here is the facts and figures on which the 
costs and savings and benefits were determined in 1948, when the 
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Corps of Engineers completed their report at that time. These figures 
are brought up to date from 1948 to 1953. 

Just as an example, the number of fishing boats in 1948 approxi- 
mated 87. They approximate 150 now. The estimated fish tonnages 
in 1948 ran slightly over 1,000 tons a year. 

Mr. ANGELL. What type of fish ? 

Mr. Murray. That is principally salmon and halibut, with salmon 
coming down from the Alaskan waters in the purse seiners, and bot- 
tom fish around the immediate area where the rivers go into the bay. 

Mr. Aneetx. Any tuna? 

Mr. Murray. Some tuna comes in. Yes, sir. But that principally 
goes down south in the southern ports. The tuna that is caught on 
boats which leave Everett or are based on Everett principally goes 
down to Astoria and that way. But the fish tonnage, to go back to 
that, has increased in just the instance of 1 company—and there are 3 
large fish-processing companies in Everett—l company’s total for 
1953 was 1,904 tons. That is just for that one company. The estimate 
that the Engineers made in 1948 was roughly 1,017 tons. So that one 
company alone almost doubled the 1948 estimate. 

Going beyond that, in the figures gotten very recently from the State 
department of fisheries in the State of Washington, the total poundage 
of fish landed at Everett for the year 1953 was 9,473,963 pounds, which 
roughly represents 4,500 or 4,600 tons, which is roughly better than 
four times the tonnage estimated in 1948. 

General Itschner went over the harbor traffic in 1953, which we have 
summed up in the facts again. 

Mr. Westland covered pretty much the local participation by the 
port of Everett. They have bonded themselves recently to the extent 
of approximately $800,000 for new improvements. Some of that 
money was put into the extension of fish mooring docks and facil- 
ities, as well as new cargo facilities. The general cargo tonnage in 
Everett increased perhaps 200 percent in the last year. 

Going beyond that into the new industrial area, the first step was 
completed in February, just about 3 weeks ago, to provide possibly 
1,800 to 2,000 acres for a new industrial site which is right out here. 
That area has tremendous possibilities of 10,000 acres to 20,000 acres, 
they think. Going beyond that Mr. Westland very well summed up 
the industrial growth. The Scott Paper Co. has a $40 million expan- 
sion program for pulp and paper products. Weyerhaeuser have just 
completed and have in operation a new $24 million plant. 

The total number of boats in Everett on which the benefits were 
computed in this project increased approximately 200 since 1948. 

That concludes my statement, gentlemen, and thank you very much. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mr. 
Murray ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetx. If not, we thank you. 

Congressman Westland, are there other witnesses to be heard 
Mr. Westianp. No, sir. 
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Mr. ANGELL. We have a statement for the record on this project 
from Senator Magnuson which will be inserted at this point in the 
proc e€ edings, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON IMPROVEMENT OF EVERETT HARBOR IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
BY SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, I come to the committee to urge favorable consideration of 
my bill, S. 2919, calling for authorization of a project to improve the harbor at 
Everett, Wash. I hope you will recommend it for authorization in the omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill for 1954. 

The proposed work, modification of the existing project in the Everett Harbor, 
calls for realining and enlarging to the depth of 15 feet and widths of 150 to 425 
feet that portion of the existing channel extending from deep water in Port 
Gardner to the settling basin opposite 14th Street. It also calls for deepening 
the existing settling basin to 20 feet, constructing a spur dike extending west- 
ward from Preston Point a distance of 1,410 feet and removing a section of the 
training dike north of the gap in it. 

This work is estimated to cost $325,970 with $10,000 annually for maintenance. 
The annual benefits of $35,200 compared with the annual charges of $23,2¢ 
give a benefit-to-cost ration of 1:51 indicating the proposed improvement is 
economically justified. 

Local sources say that at the present time some 600 small craft are permanently 
based at Everett. Deepening of the channel will enable larger vessels to use 
the harbor. Owners of some 25 large fishing vessels say that their vessels often 
scrape the bottom in the shallow channel leading to the 14th Street terminal. 
As a result more frequent painting and maintenance of the hull is required at 
an added expense of about $300 a year for each vessel. 

The owners of the larger fishing boats say that the proposed improvement 
will increase the time devoted to fishing and bring them an added $20,000 annual 
in income 

Il urge your committee to recommend authorization of this project so important 
to expediting the commerce using the Everett Harbor. 


Port AnceLes Harsor, Was. 


Mr. Anceti. We will go to the Port Angeles Harbor, Wash., Docu- 
ment No. 155 of the 82d Congress. 

General Itschner, we will be happy to have your report at this time. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, the next project for the consider- 
ation of the committee this morning is Port Angeles Harbor, Wash. 
It is a review of reports on Port Angeles Harbor, Wash., requested by 
a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Repre- 
sentatives, adopted on August 28, 1946. 

The report is published as House Document 155 of the 82d Congress, 
ist session. 

Mr. Ancett. May I interrupt to ask, that is the port that our com- 
mittee visited last fall ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. That is the port your com- 
mittee came into last summer. 

Port Angeles is a city of 11,200 population according to the 1950 
census, with about 3 times that population in the immediate sur- 
rounding area. 

Located on the Strait of Juan de Fuca, which connects the Pacific 
Ocean with Puget Sound, it is on the north extremity of the Olympic 
Peninsula and is located 73 miles from the Pacific Ocean. 

The surrounding country is one which is very important because 
of its large stands of timber. There is some dairying and a small 










































RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 675 


amount of farming. Also, because of its location on the Strait of 
Juan de Fuca and its proximity to the Pacific Ocean it is a fish receiv- 
ing point of considerable importance. 

The principal industries in the town are almost entirely related to 
the timber resources that are available a short distance to the south. 
They have lumber mills, shingle mills, pulp mills, paper mills and 
other mills which process forestry products. 

This port had a commerce in 1952 of 1,748,000 tons, most of which 
isrelated tolumber. But there was a total of 172,000 tons of petroleum 
products brought in by water. There are 14 wharves and piers 
located along the shore at various places. 

The port of Port Angeles has a very large area which they have 
developed as a municipal enterprise located at the eastern end of the 
small-boat basin which they have also developed. ‘The small-boat 
basin has a depth of 12 feet. It is 380 feet wide and 700 feet long, 
and is protected on the water side by a large earth and rock dike. 

All of this work, and in fact all of the work in the harbor, has been 
done by local interests at their own expense. They have never re- 
ceived $1 from the Federal Government for any improvements of the 
harbor and they have done a great deal themselves. 

There is an existing project, however, for Federal participation at 
the end of a pier, which is at the eastern end of the harbor. A large 
cellulose pulp mill exists at the root of this pier, and the project is for 
deepening the eastern end of a bar which exists opposite that pier to 
a depth of 30 feet and 150 feet wide. 

Actually, however, no money has ever been spent by the Federal 
Government on that project. 

Local interests have stated they have a great need for an extension 
to the existing small-boat harbor. The existing harbor has about 200 
fishing and recreational boats stationed there throughout the year, 
and a considerable number of transient boats that come into Port 
Angeles because it is the only port for almost the entire distance to 
the ocean, which is 73 miles. Actually, there is a small port in Neah 
Bay, which is only a few miles from the ocean, and which is the nearest 
port that can be used for fishing. That port has inadequate accommo- 
dations for a substantial number of vessels. 

It is proposed to do the following work: First, construct a break- 
water 100 feet long opposite the mouth of the new boat barbor for 
the purpose of protecting the mouth and the portion of the harbor 
inside the mouth from winds from the northeast which will cause 
waves to pass through the entrance of the Port Angeles Harbor and 
into the small-boat harbor. However, this small dike would not be 
constructed until after it was found necessary for either of two rea- 
sons: First, we would want to make certain that the central portion 
of this small-boat harbor had to be used for anchorages, and if it did, 
it might be necessary to construct this dike as protection for that 
portion of the harbor. Secondly, we would want to make sure that 
this small dike was necessary to protect the entrance. We would like 
to see how conditions actually materialize as far as waves are con- 
cerned in the mouth of the basin before constructing this small dike. 

The major portion of the project, however, is a long dike parallel 
to the shore 1,100 feet long, which would be constructed of earth 

embankment placed behind bulkheads and protected by a surfacing 
39263—54— vol. 1-44 
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of rock. It would be 20 feet wide at the top and 16 feet above high 
water. 

Next the harbor itself would be dredged to a depth of 15 feet. It 
would be 385 feet wide and 1,060 feet long 

Next the bulkhead would be constructed by local interests at the 
west end of the new portion of the small-boat harbor and the fill 
material which would be dredged from the new portion of the small- 
boat harbor would be placed back of that bulkhead in order to form 
a better parking area and wharf. Such is the project. 

The cost of the project based on 1953 prices would be $697,450, ot 
which the Federal portion would be $477,900. The navigational aids, 
paid for by the Federal Government, would be $600, and the local 
interests would contribute $218,950. 

There has been no maintenance on this project in the past, and there 
would be no maintenance by the Federal Government in the future, 
because local interests have agreed to undertake complete maintenance 
of this project. 

Che benefit-cost ratio is 1.83 to 1. 

The short breakwater I mentioned that might not be built, depend- 
ng on the necessity therefor, will cost $117,500. So if that short break- 
water is not built, that amount will be deducted from the cost of this 
project that I gave you. 

The State of Washington and the Department of the Interior have 
concurred in this project, and the Bureau of the Budget has stated 
they have no objection to submitting it to the Congress. 

Mr. Ancenn. General Itschner, what is that narrow strip of land 
shown on the map to the north of the project, extending into the bay ! 

General Irscuner. 'That narrow strip of land to the north is Ediz 
Hook. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is a natural formation? 

General Irscuner. It is a natural formation at the end of which is 
a United States Coast Guard station of some size, including an 
airstrip. 

That hook, I might mention, is subjected to very strong wave action 
from the west and northwest. 

Mr. ANGELL. How wide is it? 

General ItscnHner. It varies in width. In some places it is scarcely 
wider than the road, perhaps 100 feet wide. It widens out in some 
other places where it is several hundred feet wide. 

Mr. AncEtL. Do the tides go over it ? 

General Irscuner. They do not most times. However, it has been 
breached by storms upon occasion and has caused a great deal of 
trouble and expense to the city of Port Angeles, or the port of Port 
Angeles, who have been maintaining the road out to the Coast Guard 
station. There has been a great deal of difficulty on that account. 

Furthermore, it has been necessary to revet the slopes of the hook, 
especially at its base, where the work was paid for by the Crown- 
Zellerbach Co., I believe, which has a large lumber mill at the base of 
that hook. So it is a problem, and local interests desire that this 
particular project we are now discussing include the consideration 
of the possibility of the Federal Government revetting the slopes, or 
in some other manner protecting the hook from further damage. 
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We did investigate that portion of the project as well as the rest 
and came to the conclusion that that portion of the work was not 
economically justified. It would be a rather expensive undertaking. 

Mr. AnceiL. Did the Corps of Engineers consider it as a natural 
protection to the harbor ? 

General Irscuner. It does afford a complete protection from the 
northwest and it is an essential part of the harbor. If it should ever 
be completely breached the outer or deep draft harbor would be 
greatly endangered and be of relatively little value. However, after 
every storm the sand builds up along this hook and it seems to restore 
itself fairly well. However, the road that is damaged very badly has 
to be repaved. 

Mr. Ancet.. What is the natural formation of that hook which 
caused the formation of such a long, narrow strip extending into the 
ocean ¢ 

General Itscuner. That formation is typical, Mr. Chairman, of 
the coast in the vicinity of Port Angeles. There are other such hooks 
caused by the littoral drift which moves along the south shore in 
the Strait of Juan de Fuca and builds up into these hooks at points 
where there is cause for the material to be deposited because of shal- 
lower water. 

Mr. Anoeu. It is a sand formation? It does not have any rock 
base ¢ 

General Irscuner. No, sir. It is entirely sand and it is a moving 
sort of affair in that it is continuously being built up during the major 
portion of the year, and being rapidly eroded duri ing the heavy storms 
that oceur. 

Mr. AnGeti. How deep is the water north of it? 

General IrscHNer. A short distance out it is very deep. But 
close in we have soundings of 30 feet in some places and 18 feet in 
others. 

Mr. AnceLL. Are there any questions of General Itschner by mem- 
bers of the committee ? 

Mr. Mack. General Itschner, while the hook gives protection from 
storms from the northwest, the really destructive storms that occur 
in this area are normally from the southwest, are they not? 

General Irscuner. In the general area that is true. Of course, 
it is not true on the south shore of the Strait of Juan de Fuca, because 
it is protected from the south. 

Mr. Mack. If we build this facility how many additional boats 
can be accommodated in this basin ? 

General IrscuNner. This new basin will bring the total number of 
vessels which can be accommodated in the small-boat basin to 415; 
215 boats in addition to 165 now accommodated. 

Mr. Mack. About double the capacity ? 

General Irscuner. About 21% times, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. I yield. 

Mr. AnceELL. It is true, is it not, when the committee visited that 
area last year we found that harbor was literally jammed with boats? 
They seemed to be packed in there like sardines in a can, as I 
remember. 
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General Irscuner. Yes, sir. They were moored several abreast in 
that harbor, and many vessels were out at that time. The conditions 
are very critical, especially from the fire standpoint and the damage 
that occurs when one vessel rubs against another. 

Mr. Mack. In most of these projects, such as those at Bellingham 
and Everett, and now Port Angeles, you have been placing great 
emphasis on the need for more facilities for the berthing of fishing 
boats. Some of the members may wonder why these boats are in- 
creasing in number so rapidly. The facts are, are they not, that 
Japan blew herself out of the salmon, tuna, and crab market at Pearl 
Harbor, and that immediately thereafter, the need for fish in this 
country being so great, great numbers of new people went into the 
fishing business with the result that the fishing industry of the Pacific 
coast has expanded enormously. 

[ presume that Port Angeles has a crabbing industry, just like 
Grays Harbor. Prior to Pearl Harbor there was no year in which 
Grays Harbor took as many at 30,000 dozen crabs a year. Recently 
Grays Harbor has been taking as many as 300,000 dozen crabs a 
year. The industry has exp: anded tenfold. I presume that is true at 
Port Angeles as relates particularly to crabs and tuna. 

Is that a correct statement of fact ? 

General Irscuner,. That is correct, and I would like to elaborate 
on that slightly. There are two other factors you have not men- 
tioned. The first is that the salmon supply has been increasing tre- 
mendously in the past few years due to corrective action taken on 
the Columbia River, and partly on the Frazier River in Canada. 
The supply of salmon has increased very greatly due to these river 
and spawning improvements. 

Mr. Mack. And the Frazier River empties into Puget Sound. The 
fishing boats berthed at base fish for Frazier River salmon. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. The Frazier River empties 
into Puget Sound a short distance north of the border, and a good part 
of the water, if not all, comes past the Strait of Juan de Fuca to get 
to the ocean. 

Secondly, the fishing for bottom fish has increased greatly, as you 
are well aware of, in the past few years, and has proved to be very 
profitable. It is due to the fact that they can profitably fish in deeper 
depths for bottom fish than they realized they could for the past 
few years. 

Mr. Mack. Bottom fish are the fish which in restaurants we nor- 
mally call fillet of sole? 

General IrscuNner. Yes, sir; and similar species. 

Mr. Aucuinioss. General, I would like to get away from the fish 
for a minute. 

If Ediz Hook was breached on account of the erosion problem, 
would that tend to undo the proposed work in the whole basin ? 

General Irscuner. We do not feel it would undo the work. We 
recognize there might be some storms that would cause a serious 
pr oblem. We feel should the hook ever be breached by such storms in 
such a manner as to endanger the outer harbor and boat basin, we 
should go in there as an emergency proposition and take the corrective 
action at that time, because we think it would be cheaper. 
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Mr. Avcutnwoss. Then in the consideration of this project would 
it not be wise to consider taking protective measures against this 
erosion on Ediz Hook ? 

On the map I have before me I see a protection of erosion con- 
sidered but not recommended. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Mr. Aucurncwoss. It does seem to me that if the hook were breached 
and it would undo the work that we are considering here in the boat 
basin, it is not very farsighted not to take the whole thing into con- 
sideration and do the job at once. 

General Irscuner. We do not believe that the boat basin will be 
endangered by any probable breach of Ediz Hook. We have studied 
the economics of trying to protect. Ediz Hook, which would be a very 
expensive proposition both from the standpoint of the initial cost and 
the maintenance. Since it worked out that the benefit-cost ratio is 
considerably less than 1.0 to 1 we did not recommend that portion of 
the work. 

Mr. Aucutincxoss. That may be, and if the chairman would permit 
me to argue that with you a little bit, because I am interested in the 
erosion problem i in New Jersey, I find that the attitude of the Army 
engineers is shy about fighting erosion, because they always come 
back with the statement that it is very expensive, and that it cannot 
be economically justified. 

Maybe that is true when you just lock at it per se. But when you 
realize that unless some protection is given against erosion the even- 
tual damage that is done is tremendous, that puts it into a different 
light. If it undoes all of the work we are planning to do or tends to 
hurt it in this instance, I think that farsightedness and good eco- 
nomics means that we ought to see that the whole project is protected 
to eliminate such a happening. 

General Irscuner. I possibly gave the wrong impression to you. 
I do not believe the breaching of this hook would damage the small- 
boat basin. It would undoubtedly cause difficulties in the outer 
harbor and make it more difficult to navigate, but these breakwaters 
are substantially constructed. I do not believe that the breaching of 
the Ediz Hook, which is very remote anyway, would cause a deteriora- 
tion of our investment in the small-boat basin. 

Mr. Aunuincioss. I take it there isa channel that runs out? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. There is. 

Mr. Avcurncvoss. Is that a natural channel or a maintained one? 

General Irscuner. A natural chanel. It is a very excellent harbor. 
It is just about the proper depth for good anchorage. 

Mr. Avcuinecwoss. Thank you. 

Mr. Ange. Is that whole harbor of sufficient depth to permit 
vessels to use it? 

General Irscuner. Essentially ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetu. Dr. Neal. 

Mr. Neat. General, will you comment a little more as to the reasons 
why this particular project does not consider any local contribution / 
I believe you said there would be no local contribution here? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. There is a local contribution, I said 
there would be no charge to the Federal Government for maintenance 
because the local interests have agreed to maintain it. 
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Mr. Neav. For what reason is there no charge for maintenance ? 

General Irscuner. The local interests were willing to undertake 
the maintenance so we, therefore, did not recommend that the Federal 
Government do it. It is not particularly mentioned. We have an 
estimate of a total of $12,100 per year maintenance of which $6,200 
would be maintenance of the basin and terminal, and $5,900 would be 
maintenance of the breakwaters themselves. 

I also said that we have never spent any money for the improvement 
of the harbor up to this time. 

Mr. Neat. That is true, but it is not the usual custom for local com- 
munities to maintain the breakwater, is it? 

General Irscuner. That isa rather unusual thing. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neat. This is only a voluntary thing on the part of the Port 
Angeles authorities? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. I think that somewhat answers Mr. Auchincloss when 
he reads that report to find that there is a bulkhead about 7,000 feet 
long along that ain Hook, is there not ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. At the root of the hook there is a 
bulkhead which has been in for a long time and which is somewhat 
deteriorated, but which has served its purpose. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to ask you this question: You stated 
before that local interests are spending money for the maintenance of 
that highway or roadway along Ediz Hook out to the Coast Guard 
station. Why are they doing that? If it just goes to a Coast Guard 
station why isn’t it a Federal project ? 

General Irscuner. I would like to ask the manager of the port 
here, Mr. Davies, if he can comment on that later; because I know 
they agreed to do it, but just why I don’t know. 

Mr. Becker. I don’t see why they don’t use their own money more 
effectively for their own interests rather than to maintain a roadway 
to a Coast Guard station, which is distinctly a Federal project. 

General Irscuner. We will have Mr. Davies testify later and he 
can probably explain it. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to know that. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions from the general ? 

(No response). 

Mr. Ancetx. If not, Mr. Westland, you may proceed or introduce 
your next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. WestLanp. May I testify now, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. AncEeLL. Yes; you may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Westianp. Again I have a prepared statement, but I would 
prefer to make a few comments, if I may. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection, the prepared statement may be 
inserted in the record at this point, and you may make such comments 
as you desire. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. JACK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING PROJECT 
FoR Port ANGELES HARBOR AS RECOMMENDED BY THE REPORT OF THE CORPS 01 
ENGINEERS OF THE UNIrTepD States Army (H. Doc. No. 155, 82p Cone., Ist Sess. ) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, far out in the extreme north- 
west corner of the United States is the city of Port Angeles, Wash. It is 63 
miles east of Cape Flattery, the most northwesterly point of land in this country 
and only 18 miles south of Victoria, British Columbia, which is the most west 
erly city of our great neighbor to the north. 

Because of its location, Port Angeles Harbor is of ever-increasing importance 
to the fishing fleets operating in the Strait of Juan De Fuca and in the coastal 
vaters of northwestern United States and western Canada. The growth in 
numbers and importance of the use of recreational boats in Puget Sound and 
adjacent waters also emphasize the increasing utility of Port Angeles Harbor 
as a refuge in case of storm, as the most westerly repair base for boats of 
this type, both commercial and recreational, as a supply base and as a landing 
port for fish. The people of Port Angeles have already invested over $234,000 
in a small-boat haven for the use of these vessels and stand ready and willing 
to invest another $100,000 upon the approval of this most highly essential project, 
as recommended by the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army 

Much could be said relative to the essential nature of the proposed develop 
ment and as to its feasibility. The benefit-to-cost ratio as calculated by the 
Corps of Engineers at 1.88 to 1, and the willingness of the citizens of Port 
Angeles to invest their own, money in the project will, I believe, carry great 
weight in its appraisal by you. 

The distinguished members of this committee have listened with great pa- 
tience to the detailed descriptions and recommendations regarding many rivers 
and harbors projects in every part of the Nation. Although the recommended 
development at Port Angeles Harbor is small in cost compared to many which 
you have considered, it is of extreme importance to the economic development 
of the last great frontier of the continental United States. The people of Port 
Angeles have recently received nationwide renown for their aggressive spirit, 
progressive attitude, and initiative. I respectfully suggest that the benefit-to- 
cost ratio mentioned above does not and, of course, cannot reflect these quali- 
ties. Nevertheless, they deserve the great consideration which I am sure they 
will receive. 

I most earnestly request the approval by this committee of the modification of 
the existing project at Port Angeles Harbor, Wash. 


Mr. Wesrianp. I think this little city of Port Angeles is a 
rather unusual place. Mr. Becker just asked a very pertinent ques- 
tion, it seemed to me, about maintaining that road. But I think it is 
rather typical of this town. They have been just named as one of 
the 11 outstanding cities in the country for community development. 
That was through the Look magazine, I believe. 

They also just won the freedom award, which was given in the last 
month, as an outstanding city in civie development. 

It seems to me that this little town of some 11,000 people, I would 
like to think and I do believe, is typical of the Pacific Northwest in 
initiative and in self-reliance, and in handling their own affairs. 

As the general has said, the Federal Government has participated 
in no way in the work in this harbor, and this is the first time they 
have come to Uncle Sam and said, “Well, we think this is your share.” 

They have spent some quarter of a million dollars already in this 
development and they are on the cuff, as the general mentioned, for 
another quarter of a million dollars, in order to get this thing done. 

I think the big thing about this, gentlemen, is the fact, as you 
can see, that Port Angeles is practically the only stopping point once 
you enter the Straits ‘of Juan de Fuca. I have been in those straits 
myself a good many times and I can assure you when the wind blows 
those waves are really big. You are practically in the ocean and you 
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have got to run for cover. No matter whether you are in a pleasure 
craft or a tug with a boom of logs, or a fishing boat, or wherever you 
are. You have to get out of there and this is the place they have 
to head for. That is, from Cape Flattery, which is the extreme tip out 
there, until you get clear down to Port Townsend, which is quite a 
ways farther on. 

It seems to me that this city is doing great things, and with the 
‘atio of benefits to costs that has been stated here, this project is 
certainly particularly justified. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Congressman. 

Are there any questions from Congressman Westland ? 

(No response, ) 

If not, you may call your next witness, if you will. 

Mr. Wesrtanp. Yes, sir. I have Mr. Davies here, who is the man- 
ager of the port of Port Angeles 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Davies, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you and we are glad to have your report on this preyact. 

As I stated earlier, I was one of the committee who had the op- 
portun ity to visit Port Angeles and found it to be a very thriving 
and lovely place. I am sorry we did not have more time to spend 
with you, but I have been there myself several times before and I 
know the very fine locality that you have. 


STATEMENT OF H. W. DAVIES, MANAGER OF THE PORT OF PORT 
ANGELES, WASH. 


Mr. Davies. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is H. W. Davies, and I am the manager of the port of 
Port Angeles, and I have been the manager for 25 years. This is 
my 25th year. 

Phere are just a few things I would like to bring to the attention 
of the committee, as General Itschner mentioned. I think I can 
bring the committee up to date on one or two items in connection 
with Ediz Hook. 

First I would like to say that the port commission, which is a 
municipal group, has spent a little over $225,000 in constructing 
the present boat haven, and we have expended over $1 million in 
other improvements. We have a public dock for oceangoing ships 
and industrial lands, and so on, which we have been able to utilize 
in establishing an industry. 

If I can take a pointer here, there are one or two things which I 
would like to bring out. You can see on the map that Port Angeles 
being located here, that the fishing areas are off the cape. Port 
Angeles is the only boat haven there is for that 60 to 70 nites where 
fishing boats can come in and be serviced. If you realize that there 
are boats coming and going to Seattle and some of the other places 
there, sometimes it gets very stormy on the strait and they must have 
a place where they can stop in. We are attempting to take care of 
all these boats as well as the local boats. For instance, any boat 
that stops overnight, or even up to a week—transit boats that are 
going through the fis shing banks—we do not charge them a penny for 
moorage. We welcome all of these boats that come in there. Asa 
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boat haven itself we have all of the facilities that are needed. We 
have the marine ways there. Again that is the only marine way for 
ibout 100 miles. Boats can come in and be repaired; or if they need 
painting, or if they get damaged on the rocks; or if anything else 
occurs, we can take care of them there. So we consider this really 
a harbor of refuge. 

That is one reason why we think the Federal Government should 
come in there and help us and pay for part of the work of developing 
this haven to its full extent. 

In connection with Ediz Hook that Mr. Auchincloss just asked 
about, it is true that the Army engineers made a study of protecting 
the hook on the outside and decided that it was not justified. But 

ince then the city and the pert have now gone in there at their own 
expense and for about 2,000 feet on the outside where the worst 
danger was they rebuilt the bulkheads and have put rock on there. 

Also they have paved the road out to the Coast Guard station there. 

Mr. ANGELL. Will you answer the question, Mr. Davies, as to why 
local interests paid the expense of the highway and the paving of it? 

Mr. Davies. I can explain it in this way. I understand there was 
some clause in the lease. You see, this hook is owned by the Federal 
Government and it is leased to the city of Port Angeles, I think, at 
about that point there, for 99 years. The outer portion is held by 
the Federal Government and used by the Coast Guard and Navy 
station. 

Mr. Anoert. Is there a substantial rental required from the Federal 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Davies. There was not very much. The rental was very low. 
But as I understand it, one of the conditions was that the city of Port 
Angeles would maintain a road. They did not say it would be a paved 
road. That was back 30 years ago and there was practically nothing 
out there then. It was just, you might say, a trail. But since then 
the Coast Guard as you know has developed to a large extent, and 
they have to have a good permanent highway out there. 

Also in connection with that there is a large shingle mill about in 
this spot, and the Salmon Club, which is another civic affair, main- 
tains boats for sport fishing out there. 

Mr. Ancett. So that the road is used for all of those purposes? 

Mr. Davtrs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Then it is a local project. You have shingle mills and 
a recreational area there ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. And that is the reason why the local community main 
tains it. It has a 99-year lease and maintains the highway there. 

Mr. Davies. As I say, at the outer end is where the Coast Guard is. 
They have a big station there. 

Mr. Becker. I understand that. But I was trying to justify why 
the local interests paid for a highway that from the earlier testimony 
I understood only led out to a Coast Guard station. But now I find 
you have shingle mills and commercial projects there from which 
the city benefits. Are there taxes gotten that way ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. The city Yo ases these areas out for the storing 
of logs, and for pulp mills. 
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Mr. Becxer. Then the city gets a return in revenue for the money 
expended on the highway ¢ 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. That is all. 

Mr. Davies. As I say, we consider that a very needed improvement. 
The port district is only a small area. Our assessment is $22 million. 
We are still bonded. We had to bond the district to build this por- 
tion of the boat haven that we have already done, and we still have 
ore in bonds outstanding. But we are willing to take it on 

gain for another couple of hundred thousand dollars in order to 
caieiehe the project and make it available for everyone’s use. 

You would be —— sed at the number of pleasure craft such as 
cruisers coming up from Portland now. They come up from Port- 
land, let us say, if they are going to Alaska on the inland waterway. 
There is quite a movement of suc ch people. They come as far as Port 
Angeles and stop there and get their supplies and go on up to Alaska 
without having to go clear mto Seattle, which is out of the way. 

There is one other point that Representative Mack brought up 
about the crab fishing that I would lke to touch on. We have two 
buying stations, but we do not have any canneries there. They ship 
their salmon in there and ship it on into Seattle. It is a fresh fish 
market. 

sut last year, to get back to his point, we had a new movement in 
there, which was the bringing in of crabs from Alaska, from south- 
eastern Alaska. That is the first time it has ever happened. They 
brought it in just as an experiment to see how it would work. They 
brought in 6,000 dozen. Then they shipped them to Grays Harbor 
by truck to be canned. We have no canneries there. But from what I 
understand there are going to be more crab boats going out like that. 
They have to go farther away all the time to get the crab supply to 
meet the country’s demands. They are fished pretty heavily there. 
It is something new that is being developed at this time. 

General Itschner, of course, covered this development in a very 
fine manner, along with Mr. Westland, and I do not think there is 
anything more I can add unless there are some questions. 

Mr. Ancety. I was interested in the derivation of the name Port 
Angeles. 

Mr. Davies. I think that goes back a long time to earlier days. I 
think that is the Port of Angeles or Port of Angels, as the Repre- 
sentative said. I do not recall just how it did get its name. 

Mr. Ancetyi. I thank you, Mr. Davies, for your excellent statement. 
Are there any questions? 

Mr. Brecker. I see on the map you have attached that the city also 
has an incinerator on the hook. 

Mr. Davies. No. 

Mr. Becker. You have it marked “incinerator” here. It seems to 
me it is quite a ways out on the hook from the map you have attached 
to your statement. 

Mr. Davies. Probably what they mean is a burner for the burning 
of sawdust or waste from the shingle mill. 

Mr. Becker. We probably use the term incinerator with a different 
meaning. That is all I can go by, is the word incinerator they have on 
here. 
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Mr. Davies. It is not a garbage incinerator. It is for the shingle 
mill. 

Mr. Becker. Can I ask one question of General Itschner? I asked 
this question the other day. At the city of New York and the port 
of New York—and I related this to many other projects—are there 
iny licensing fees, or docking fees charged? Is it not true in the city 
of New York there are such fees collected by the city at the port of 
New York, or some charges made to shipping ? 

General Irscuner. I believe that is correct in various localities, that 
local fees are charged. But up to the present time the Federal Gov- 
ernment has not charged fees for dumping, or constructing structures 
of any type, although licenses are required, and have been required for 
many years. 

Mr. Becxer. At the port of New York if my memory serves me 
correctly—and I have a lot to learn on these projects, Gene a [ am 
not aware of everything that is connected with these projects, or ports 
or docks—but it seems to me we have always had questions arise as to 
the expense of the city of New York. Dock facilities and warehouse 
facilities are built in the city of New York and there are charges to 
the shipping industry for that. Isn’t that true? 

General Irscuner. I think that is true generally. 

Mr. Becker. But it does not prevail in places where we have projects 
such as these we have here, where the localities build docking facilities. 
They get no return from the shipping industry for that. 

General Irscuner. Oh, they frequently do. 

Mr. Becker. They do? 

General Irscuner. They charge fees for landing and use of the 
facilities in order to return some revenue to the port in this case for 
the capital cost they have gone to in order to construct those facilities. 

Mr. Brecker. Sothat when we put Federal money into these propects 
and build this breakwater, and deepen this basin, and make these 
facilities greater for docking, and so forth, would there not be a greater 
return to the community and increased revenue from the 165 boats that 
use the harbor now, and the 250 boats which we would provide for 
through this project ? 

General Irscuner. Generally in the case of small boat harbors there 
would not be a fee for mooring, but there would be a revenue to the 
city for leasing a portion of the land on the shore for boat mooring 
and docking facilities. 

Mr. Becker. I am only trying to pin down the point that all of 
these boats, such as fishing boats and other commercial boats have to 
dock in order to unload. There must be charges made for that. 

General Irscuner. It depends largely on the size of the boat. 
Certainly fishing boats as a rule would not pay a docking charge to 
unload, but larger boats would; and it depends on the port as a rule. 

Mr. Neat. Is it not a rule, General, that all of these ports are usually 
capable of making rules and regulations according to. the needs and 
conditions locally? In other words it is a local prerogative entirely, 
is it not? 

General Irscuner. Entirely. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nera. The Federal Government has nothing to do with it one 
way or another? 
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General Irscuuner. The only thing we are concerned about is a pro- 
vision in all of these agreements with local interests concerning their 
cooperation in order to have the projects approved, which is that they 
be open to all on equal terms. In other words, they may charge a 
fee, but it must be the same fee to everybody. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Mr. Chairman, that is an interesting point the 
gentleman from New York brought up. Is it not a fact, General, 
that the engineers, acting under some provision in one of the appro- 
priation bills, are working up a schedule of fees for permits for 
pound fisheries and for the permits given for dumping in certain areas, 
and various other activities / 

General Irscuner. It is partly correct, sir. We are at the present 
time, as directed by the Bureau of the Budget, and in accordance with 
section 5 of the Independent Offices Act, passed I believe in 1952, 
investigating the desirability and feasibility of charging a fee for 
the issuance of permits for structures which might be considered to 
to impede navigation. 

Permits for structures will not be required now by virtue of this 
action that have not heretofore been required, but the only change 
will be that there will be a fee charged for the license to be issued 
instead of doing this work free of charge. It does not apply to 
pound fishing as such. That is the reason why I made that remark. 

Mr. Avcurncioss. You say it does not apply to pound fishermen ? 

General Ivscuner. I did not understand your statement then. 
What I meant to say was that it does not apply to fishing as such, 
but it is a license on the construction of fish traps, or nets, which 
conceivably could harm navigation by their construction. 

Mr. Avucurncioss. I do not want to Jabor the point and take up 
the time of the committee at this time, because it may not be germane, 
but, Mr. Chairman, I would like only to state for the record in my 
district the National Lead Co., which hauls a barge out to sea 3 times 
a week full of their waste matter, which is dumped some 10 or 15 
miles offshore, has to get a permit to do that. That permit is issued 
but a charge is made for every trip, which adds up to something like 
$12,500 a year just for the permission to go out and dump offshore, 
which does not do a bit of harm to anybody. 

The pound fishermen on the New Jersey coast are very much 
disturbed about the suggested fees that would be charged to them for 
a permit to put up their pound nets every time they go out to take 
some fish. They estimate their fees to be in the neighborhood of 
$1,250 a year, and it is going to ruin the industry. 

| have written to the Chief of Army Engineers about it and I got 
a letter with two pages back from General Chorpening which I could 
not understand. It is the most marvelous piece of double-talk I have 
ever seen in my life. I wrote him back and told him so. 

General Irscuner. I might discuss the proposed charging of fees 
for licenses with you after the meeting, because I think I can ex- 
plain some features of it that are not as bad as they appear. 

Mr. Anceti. That was an interesting point raised by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. However, we will have to proceed to the 
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next project. Without objection the prepared statement of Mr. Davies 
will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The statement is as follows :) 


Marcu 1, 154 
Subject: Port Angeles Boat Haven. 
(‘OMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The following statement is submitted to your committee to sup- 
plement information contained in the Chief of Engineers, United States Army 
report, and as printed in House Document 155, 82d Congress. 

The port of Port Angeles boat haven is the only haven of refuge for fishing 
boats and small craft on the Strait of Juan de Fuca between Neah Bay and 
Port Angeles, a distance of 55 miles. Neah Bay has no repair or moorage 
facilities; homes cannot be established due to being located on the Makah 
Indian Reservation. A large number of fishing craft plying from Seattle and 
other Puget Sound ports to the fishing banks located off the Washington coast 
make extensive use of the Port Angeles haven. No charge is made for use of 
haven by transient boats. 

The port of Port Angeles has invested $234,236.62 in its construction, and in 
addition expended $25,000 on an old boat haven which was removed when the 
present haven was constructed. This haven is equipped with 3,000 lineal feet 
of floats for mooring all kinds of small marine craft, also a marine ways for 
the repair of small craft. It is the only one between the ocean and Port. 
Townsend. It also has modern facilities for furnishing gasoline, oil, and 
water, has machine shop, marine hardware, boat construction and repair, fish- 
buying station, and restaurant. All of these facilities have been provided for 
the needs of fishing boat and other watercraft owners requiring such services. 

The port of Port Angeles (a municipal corporation) is ready and willing to 
ooperate with the Federal Government in enlarging the present haven and has 
agreed to comply with all the terms and conditions as outlined in the United 
State Army engineers report as printed in House Document 155, 82d Congress. 

rhe boat haven at present is overcrowded and it is necessary in some cases 
to moor several boats abreast in order to accommodate those requiring moorage. 
This is not good practice as it causes considerable damage to boats moored in 
this fashion. As of this date there are approximately 300 boats moored in the 
haven. Many more owners would like to avail themselves of moorage if we had 
the facilities. Approximately 50 families have moved to this community from 
Alaska and various other Puget Sound ports due to the excellent facilities pro- 
vided at this boat haven. Port Angeles is a city of approximately 17,000 and is 
the nearest port to the fishing banks, where boats can be repaired and where 
tishermen can make their homes. 

As you are probably aware, Port Angeles won national acclaim, by being 1 
of the 11 All-America cities, for civic development, as well as the Freedoms 
Foundation award for community progress for 1953. 

The westerly end of the boat haven as presently constructed is exposed to 
northwest winds. This winter several boats were severely damaged due to one 
of these storms. The proposed extension of the boat haven would eliminate 
all such damage. 

In addition to providing moorage for boats it is also planned to provide 
facilities for securing seaplanes, the use of which is steadily increasing. At the 
present time no facilities are available anywhere in this area for this type of 
transportation. 

In conclusion I would say that Port Angeles is the logical place for a haven 
of refuge, not only for local boatowners, but for the use of thousands of fishing 
vessels and small craft going to and from Puget Sound ports to the ocean. 

The port of Port Angeles has taxed the people of the port district to provide 
the existing boat haven facilities together with many other marine terminal 
facilities. We now find it necessary to request Federal aid in order to provide 
adequate facilities which the public expects and demands. 

Port Angeles Harbor is also exposed to northeast storms and when this occurs 
tugboats, pilot boats, pile drivers, and barges all seek shelter in the boat haven. 
Therefore it is necessary that authority be granted to modify the existing 
project. We can then take care of all these emergencies. 

















































688 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


In order to comply with the terms and conditions as set forth in Document 
No. 155, it will be necessary for the port of Port Angeles to expend an additional 
$100,000 over and above the original cost which was $234,236.62. The net worth 
of all the marine terminal facilities of the port of Port Angeles as of December 
31, 1953, after depreciation is $1,062,309.36 

Respectfully submitted. 

Port oF Port ANGELES, 
H. W. Davies, Manager. 


Mr. AnGELL. We have for the record a statement of Senator Magnu- 
son which will be inserted at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON Porr ANGELES, WASH., HArBoR MoorING BASIN BY 
SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman I introduced S. 2918 on last February 8, which is a bill to 
authorize the construction of mooring basin in the harbor of Port Angeles, 
Wash. It is my hope that this needed improvement will receive favorable con- 
sideration by this committee and that you will recommend it for authorization 
in the omnibus bill for rivers and harbors for 1954. 
mean low water, 1,060 feet long, 385 feet wide, adjoining the present existing 

The project provides for the construction of a mooring basin 15 feet deep at 
small-boat basin. It further provides a rock and earth fill about 1,100 feet 
long on the outer side of the basin and a rock mound breakwater about 100 
feet long outside the entrance. 

The cost of the project is estimated at $412,460 while the benefits are estimated 
at $38,870 with the benefit-cost ratio estimated to be 1.58 indicating the project 
is economically feasible. 

Construction of the project will protect fishing and other small craft from 
damage from storms, provide moorage to about 33 percent more small boats and 
afford them a protection that is not now available. It also will provide greater 
freedom for the movement of fishing boats and bring about a greater catch of 
commercial fish. 

Unemployment in the State of Washington has been rapidly increasing for 
about 1 vear. I believe it is necessary that we have a backlog of authorized 
feasible ready-to-go public works, should the present economic decline continue. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this important and 
needed project. 


QUILLAYUTE River, WasuH. 


Mr. Ancerz.. We will take up the next project which is the Quilla- 
yute River, Wash., Document No. 579 of the 81st Congress. General, 
may we have your report on that? 

General Irscuner. The next project for presentation today is the 
Quillayute River in Washington. It is a review of reports on the 
Quill: iyute River, Wash., requested by a resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on August 

30, 1944, published as House of Representatives Document No. 579, 
81st Congress, 2d session. 

The Quillayute River flows west and enters the Pacific Ocean 35 
miles south of the entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca. At its 
mouth is a small fishing village of La Push with a population of 250 
persons. A distance back in the hinterland is a larger town of Forks 
which the committee passed through last summer. Its population was 
1,114 in the 1950 census. 

Much of the economy of the area back of La Push is related to 
timber. The lowland timber has been cut to a large extent but there 
are large quantities of timber standing at the higher. elevations. There 
is some dairying done in the country but the town depends to a large 
extent upon fish for its livelihood. 
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The commerce in 1952 was 2,950 tons. All of it related to the fishing 
industry, with ice being the largest commodity moved, 1,800 tons, and 
1,150 tons of fish. There are about 12,000 trips made by vessel into 
this little harbor in 1 year. 2,000 were estimated to have gone there 
for the purpose of obtaining a harbor of refuge. Those ships based 
on Grays Harbor or other ports to the south going up to the Strait 
of Juan de Fuca have to pass out in the open ocean, and this is the 
only port available for small craft between the two. 

The passage is a very dangerous one and particularly so in the 
winter months. There is a United States Coast Guard station at 
La Push. 

At the present time vessels are moored at the wharves shown in 
this picture, and conditions are so crowded that they moor 7 and 8 
abreast when the fishing fleet is in. The existing project consists of 
a dike connecting James Island, with the mainland, which dike was 
constructed a number of years ago and is about 1,000 feet long. This 
dike is very low. When it was built it was only 4 feet above high 
water. 

On the opposite side of the channel is a jetty 1,400 feet long which 
was constructed to a height of only 5 feet. 

Mr. Ancetxt. General, where is the entrance / 

General Irscuner. It is between the dike and the jetty coming 
directly from the ocean into the mouth of the Quillayute River. 

Mr. ANGELL. It is not shown on the map ¢ 

General Irscuner. The entrance is right at this point, at the termi- 
nation of the proposed channel, opposite the ocean end of the jetty. 

Mr. Neat. The foreground of the picture then is not the entrance 
from the sea ? 

General Irscuner. This is the entrance from the sea; right there. 
The existing project is supposed to have a channel 6 feet deep and 1,500 
feet long, and extending back to the wharves which have been con- 
structed, and 150 feet wide. Actually, it has never been maintained 
to that depth except during World War II when the Navy paid for 
some dredging to create a 6-foot channel in order to give access to the 
town of La Push. 

The annual maintenance, however, has been $13,000, due to the 
amount that has had to be spent on the dike which connects James 
Island with the mainland. Conditions are very bad at the present 
time and not only is the channel extremely shallow, necessitating 
coming in and going out of the harbor at high tides except for the very 
smallest of fishing craft, but also there is a considerable amount of 
trouble due to periodic breaching of the jetty. 

The storm waves pass over the jetty and deposit a large amount of 
sand in the channel as a result. Furthermore, conditions are very 
crowded as I have stated, and many vessels that it is believed would 
base on the town of La Push are obliged to go elsewhere. 

The importance of the location of La Push can be easily seen from 
a map showing the entire area. It is the only fishing port available 
for 35 miles to the north, and 3 times that amount to the south at 
Grays Harbor. 

The plan of improvement is to construct a channel from the ocean 
10 feet deep, 100 feet wide and 2,000 feet long, enlarged at the upper 
end into a boat basin also 10 feet deep and 300 to 425 feet wide, and 
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2,400 feet long. It is also proposed to increase the height of the 
jetty, which is about 1,400 feet long, to a height of 15 feet above mean 
lower low water in order to provide a positive means of preventing 
waves from overtopping the jetty and depositing sand into the chan- 
nel which it is proposed to dredze. 

The cost of this work is estimated at $422,540 at current prices 
to the Federal Government and $20.200 to the local interests, of 
which $20,000 would be a cash contribution, making a total cost of 
$442,740. The annual maintenance is estimated at $73,500, which is 
an increase of $60,500 over the existing annual maintenance. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.14 to 1. 

Mr. Anoetx. I did not get the increase in maintenance, General. 
What is that ¢ 

General Irscuner. The amount of increase in maintenance is 
860,500. The local cooperation is the usual hold and save the Gov- 
ernment free from damages and claims; providing lands, easements 
and rights of way; making alterations in sewer, water supply, drain- 
age, and so on; and the contribution as I mentioned of the $20,000 
in cash. 

The State of Washington concurs in the project. The Department 
of the Interior concurs, with the proviso that the work be done during 
the season when salmon are not running, which would be accom- 
plished; and the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the project. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, General. I think we will take the next 
witness and then have the questions at the end of that, because some 
of the questions may be answered by the witnesses. Congressman 


Westland. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Wesrianp. Again I have a prepared statement, but I prefer 
to make a few remarks. 

Mr. Ance.x. It will be received and placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JAcK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION OF THE ExISTING ProJecr 
FoR QUILLAYUTE River, WAsH., AS RECOMMENDED BY THE REPORT OF THE CorPS 
or Enorneers, Untrep Stares Army (H. Doc. No. 579, 8lst Conc., 2p Sess.) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, General Itschner has given you 
the details of the Quillayute River project and Mr. Davies, who will follow me, 
will enlarge upon those details. I intend to impose upon your time only to the 
extent necessary to emphasize one element of great importance in your considera- 
tion of this project. 

The Quillayute River flows into the Pacific Ocean some 35 miles south of Cape 
Flattery. The main fishing banks of the area are from 30 to 40 miles directly 
west. The great storms of the Pacific, with which you are all familiar, reach 
their greatest fury in this area. Twenty years ago, the United States Coast 
Guard constructed a life-saving station at the mouth of the river at an original 
cost of $157,000 in 1932 dollars. There have been numerous occasions since 
then when the Coast Guard vessels have been unable to leave their moorings 
in the river due to low water in the channel. I sincerely hope that the time 
never comes when another great ship goes to its final resting place in this area 
with tremendous unnecessary loss of life to those aboard the ship because the 
Coast Guard rescue vessels are unable to cross the bar at the mouth of the 
Quillayute River. Every fishing vessel that crosses this bar in rough weather 
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under present conditions risks the lives of its crew. Gentlemen, how can the 
life-saving value of this proposed project be evaluated in terms of benefit to 


cost ratios. This project should be approved if there was no resulting direct 
economic benefit. 


I respectfully urge your thoughtful and sympathetic consideration and approval 
of the modification of the existing Quillayute River project as recommended 


by the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army. 

Mr. Westianp. This is very obviously a tough one. You have a 
low ratio of benefits to cost and have a substantial increase in main- 
tenance. Yet I think 1 or 2 things should be taken into consideration. 
First of all the Coast Guard saw fit to spend $157,000 there in 1932. 
That will give you some idea of what the value of that property is 
today. And they did not put that Coast Guard station there just 
for fun. They put it there because these storms will come there and 
that Coast Guard must get out to rescue people at various times, and 
[ understand there have been a good many times when they could not 
get across the bar in order to get out. 

General Itschner mentioned that some 2,000 boats came in there 
last year for refuge. I have forgotten how many of those boats were 
grounded and could not get off the bar and had to be pulled off by 
the Coast Guard. It seems to me there is an evaluation or a figure 
in this thing that is not in this benefit-cost ratio, and that it would 
be impossible to evaluate: but nevertheless, every time a fishing boat 
tries to crome across that bar they are risking the lives of their crews. 

So, in spite of the increased cost of this I think it should receive 
consideration on that basis. I have nothing else to say. I would 
like to have Mr. Davies make a short statement, please. 

Mr. Ancetn. Mr. Davies, we are glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF H. W. DAVIES, MANAGER, PORT OF PORT 
ANGELES, WASH.—Resumed 


Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, there are 1 or 2 points 
I would like to bring out a little more strongly. I would like to point 
again to the map here. Here is Quillayute at the entrance to the 
streams, and here is Grays Harbor. It is 72 miles from Grays Harbor 
to the mouth of the Quillayute and 30 miles from there to Cape 
Flattery. You know how a fisherman works. First he fishes off 
the Oregon coast and then the California coast and then comes back 
up the Washington coast. 

In proceeding in that manner, during frequent storms they have 
to have a place to get in and out of. That is one of the main reasons 
why we think this should be developed as projected. 

In regard to the fish that are delivered through there, there are 
about 2 million pounds a year. That is about the average of salmon 
which are landed there. 

There is one other point and then I do not think I will have very 
much more to say. During the 1952 fishing season the United 
States Coast Guard logged 12,984 crossings going in and out, and 
rendered assistance to “108 boats that ran into difficulty trying to 
enter or leave the river. Of that 108 assists, 21 had to be taken off 
the bar or rocks at the mouth, with varying degrees of damage; and 
a number of fishermen were drowned there in recent years. I got 
these figures from the Coast Guard. 
39263—54—vol. 1-45 
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During 1953 that increased. The crossing went from 12,984 to 
20,729 bar crossings, with 107 assists in which the Coast Guard was 
called out to help, and 12 of these boats had to be taken off the beach 
or the jetty. 

Those are the most important things I think in connection with this 
project. 

Mr. Aneeti. Thank you, Mr. Davies. Your full statement will be 
inserted in the record at this point, 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Davies is as follows:) 


QUILLAYUTE RIVER IMPROVEMENT 


Reports on the improvement of Quillayute River, State of Washington, by the 
United States Army engineers have been submitted at various times since 1902. 
The existing project adopted by the Rivers and Harbors Act July 30, 1930, and 
modified by the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945, is the first Federal 
improvement of Quillayute River in the interests of navigation 

The existing improvement has been very helpful to fishermen and other small- 
boat owners who base there or who seek shelter during stormy weather which 
is quite frequent in this area . 

The Quillayute River enters the Pacific Ocean about 35 miles south of the 
entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca and 72 miles north of Grays Harbor. 
The fishing banks are located in this area 30 to 40 miles offshore. There are 
many hundreds of fishermen who operate boats in this area and sell their catch 
to fish-buying stations located in the Quillayute River. All of these boats must 
have a safe harbor to seek shelter during heavy weather. 

There are many one-man boats which travel to fishing areas off the Oregon 
and California coast, then travel back to the Washington coast according to 
fishing conditions. These hoats frequently run into storms and the Quillayute 
River should be improved in order that the owners will know where they can 
find shelter. 

Existing improvements have proven their worth, but have been found through 
experience that the Quillayute River Channel is not stable and should be 
deepened. Jetties should be raised all as fully explained in the United States 
Army engineers report, House Document No. 579, 8ist Congress, 2d session. 

During the 1952 fishing season the United States Coast Guard logged 12,984 
bar crossings and rendered assistance to 108 boats that ran into difficulty trying 
to enter or leave the river. Of these 108 assists, 21 had to be taken off the 
jetties or gravel bars with varying degrees of damage done to the boats involved. 
During 1953 the United States Coast Guard reports 20,729 bar crossings, 107 
assists, 12 of which had to be removed from jetties or gravel bars. They also 
report many other fishing boats could not enter the river due to low water. 

The United States Coast Guard constructed a lifesaving station in 1932 at 
the mouth of the Quillayute River at an original cost of approximately $157,000, 
and there have been other additional since that date. There have been a number 
of occasions when the Coast Guard has been unable to get out of the river to 
make assists due to low water in the channel and has caused considerable adverse 
comment 

The mouth of the Quillayute River is on an Indian reservation and as a result 
cannot be taxed, therefore all moneys expended on this project by the port of 
Port Angeles must come from the general fund. 

There are times during the fishing season when as many as 300 fishing boats 
base at one time. Mooring and anchorage is now limited, thereby causing con 
gestion and extensive damage to boats. 

There are two fish-buying stations with icing facilities for fish, which handle 
approximately 2 million pounds annually. There is also a good restaurant at 
this location. No public mooring facilities exist at the present time, and all 
boats must find anchorage in the river wherever available. 

The port of Port Angeles has expended to date $28,408.85 in various ways 
to aid in the improvement of channel conditions in the river. 

In order to comply with the terms and conditions as set forth in House of 
Representatives, House Document No. 579, Sist Congress, 2d session, it will 
be necessary for the port of Port Angeles (a municipal corporation) to con- 
tribute a sum of $20,000 in cash toward the first costs of the proposed improve- 
ments. In addition there are many of the conditions outlined in the engineers’ 
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- report which must be met, among which is the providing of over A and landing 
acilities which will cost the port of Port Angeles an additional $20,000. The 
port of Port Angeles is ready and willing to cooperate with the Fede ral Govern- 
ment in improving channel conditions at this location in order that fishing 
boats and other small craft can navigate in and out of the river in safety, We 
incerely hope that your committee will approve the modification of this project 
Respectfully submitted. 
Port oF Porr ANGELES, 
H. W. Davies, Manager 
Mr. Aneevi. Are there any questions by the members of the com- 
mittee of these witnesses ? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Anceti. We have a statement for the record from Senator 
Magnuson which will be inserted at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON QUILLAYUTE River, LAPusH, WasH., By SENATOR WARREN G, 
MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, I introduced on February §, 1254, Senate bill 2917 tc authorize 
deepening of the chanr +1 of the Quillayute River, in Washington, at its mouth 
to permit entrance of vessels with draft of 9 feet. It is my hope that this improve- 
ment will receive favorable consideration by this committee and that you will 
recommend it for authorization in the omnibus bill for rivers and harbors for 
1954. 

The existing project provides for a channel depth of 6 feet but this entrance 
channel is unstable in depth and position due to occasional breaching of the 
dike and jetty. 

The proposed project calls for strengthening the dike and a channel 10 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide, extending from deep water about 2,000 feet upstream 
It also includes a basin 10 feet deep, 300 to 450 feet wide and 2,400 feet long 
at the upper end, raising of the jetty on the east side of the entrance channel 
to 15 feet above mean low water with the mooring basin able to accommodate 
about 400 vessels. 

The cost of the project is estimated at $375,000. 

During recent years a large number of fishing boats required coast guard 
assistance in entering or leaving the river due to running aground. During the 
fishing season approximately 400 boats base in the mouth of the river and it is 
highly important to the economy of the community that something be done to 
stabilize the channel and the jetties. 

It is estimated that the annual benefits resulting from the proposed improve- 
ment will be $107,780 and the ratio of benefits to cost be 1.28 indicating the 
proposed improvement is economically feasible. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this important and 
well-justified project. 


SuHILsHOLE Bay, SEATTLE, WasH. 


Mr. Ancexiu. We will proceed with the next project which is Shil 

shole Bay, Seattle, Wash., House Document 536, 81st Congress. 

We have our colleague, Thomas M. Pelly, here and also Congress- 
man Magnuson who is ; interested i in this project. Congressman Pelly, 
we will hear you first in view of the fact that you have an engagement 
you have to meet. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Petiy. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the members of the 
subcommittee for this opportunity to appear in support of a project 
of great interest to the city of Seattle—the Shilshole Bay breakwater. 
To conserve the subcommittee’s time today I will limit my remarks 
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to a general statement. I have with me Mr. Dwight Hawley of 
Seattle who is a member of the Washington State Legislature, and 
chairman of its fisheries committee. He is also chairman of the Seattle 
Shilshole Breakwater Association. Mr. Hawley is prepared to pre- 
sent the details of the breakwater to you, and in this connection I 
endorse his testimony as to the compelling reasons why the Shilshole 
breakwater must be approved and authorized by this subcommittee. 

Gentlemen, I ask you to visualize the shape of the city of Seattle. 
This city of 540,000 people is cut in half by 2 fresh-water lakes con- 
nected by a canal, and in turn again connected with Puget Sound by 
a second canal, The whole is known as the Lake Washington Ship 
Canal connecting Lake Washington, Salmon Bay, Lake Union, and 
Shilshole Bay on Puget Sound. The locks entering this canal from 
salt water are the second largest in the world. 

This is the busiest ship canal in the United States. 

There are approximately 1,200 commercial fishing vessels which reg- 
ularly use the canal. An additional 6,500 other craft moor in the 
lakes and pass through the canal with great frequency. Many of 
these vessels have high masts, causing automobile traffic congestion 
and delay because, as they pass beneath the four main drawbridges 
which carry north- and south-bound automobile traffic, the bridges 
must be opened and vehicular traffic, naturally, stops. 

I have figures from the City of Seattle Engineering Department and 
the King County Planning Commission which indicate that 136,000 
vehicles each day cross these 4 drawbridges. That means that in 
excess of 200,000 persons each day use the drawbridges. In 1952 these 
4 bridges opened and closed 17,921 times. The figures are self-evident 
as to the delay and the inconvenience to normal traffic in Seattle. 

The reason these drawbridges open so often is the number of high- 
masted vessels passing beneath them, and the reason why these vessels 
must use the canal so often is that there is no protected anchorage at 
the entrance to the canal in Shilshole Bay. The breakwater will 
provide such an anchorage. 

I mention this because it is a situation which has developed in 
seriousness, and a solution must be arrived at. The breakwater will 
help immeasurably. No one, I think, anticipated that the breakwater 
would provide help to vehicular traffic when the fight for it began 
over 20 years ago. 

There are benefits to the United States in the breakwater. A re- 
markably large traffic in Government ships uses the Lake Washington 
Ship Canal. Delays in passing through the canal, and congesting 
the Government locks near Ballard with vessels, mean delays in Gov- 
ernment business. Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and mer- 
chant marine installations are on the canal, not to mention establish- 
ments of the Army engineers. Also, traffic to the Boeing airplane 
Renton plant, near the southern tip of Lake Washington, uses the 
canal. 

Mr. Hawley, however, is fully prepared to give you this background, 
and I wish to introduce him at this time. I am pleased and happy 
to present my good friend and a distinguished citizen of Seattle, Mr. 
Dwight Hawley, to this subcommittee. With that I will conclude 
my own remarks and thank the subcommittee. 
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Mr. Ancett. Thank you. I note we have Congressman Magnuson 
in the room. I presume the statement you have filed before covers 
this, does it not? 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE AT 
LARGE FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Magnuson. Yes, it does, Mr. Chairman. I will stand on my 
previous statement because we know the committee will have to ad- 
journ pretty soon. 

Mr. Ance.y. Thank you. We will hear Congressman Westland 
and Mr. Hawley now and then have the Army engineers’ report. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Wesr.anp. I have a prepared statement I would like to intro- 
duce at this point in the record. 

Mr. Ance.w. It will be received and placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION OF THE PROJECT FOR 


SHILSHOLE BAY, As RECOMMENDED BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES 
ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; the Shilshole Bay project which 
is the subject of this hearing is one that has been under consideration by the 
Federal Government and the city of Seattle for some 25 years. It is of extreme 
importance to many segments of the economy of the Puget Sound area, and 
although it is not located within the boundaries of the Second Congressional 
District of the State of Washington, which I represent, it is contiguous to that 
district and affects the lives and welfare of a great many of my constituents. 

You have heard much testimony regarding the details of the project and its 
very favorable benefit-to-cost ratio. You will hear much more testimony along 
this line. It is my purpose to advise you of my direct great interest in the early 
construction of this project. I respectfully urge its consideration and approval 
by this committee. 


Mr. Ancetyi. Mr. Hawley, we will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF DWIGHT S. HAWLEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE SHILS- 
HOLE BREAKWATER ASSOCIATION, SHILSHOLE, WASH. 


Mr. Hawtey. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, the 
following report has been prepared for presentation to the members 
of your committee in support of the proposed Shilshole Breakwater 
project in Seattle, Wash. 

The Shilshole Breakwater Association retained the engineering firm 
of Lochow & Fisher, of Seattle, Wash., to conduct a survey relative 
to the economic benefits of the improvement. The information in 
this report is taken from the Lochow & Fisher survey, and the report 
of the Chief of United States Army Engineers as of October 14, 1949. 
It is ourdesire that both of these reports, and photos contained in a 
separate folder be made a part of this record. 

Mr. AnceLL. Without objection they may be filed with the clerk. 
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Mr. Hawuey. Our city of Seattle celebrated its 100th anniversary 
last year. In this 100 years, the State of Washington and the city of 
Seattle have contributed much to the economy and the welfare of our 
Nation. 

I speak for the Shilshole Breakwater Association. Our organiza- 
tion represents fishing vessel owners, sawmill operators, towboat oper- 
ators, the boatbuilding industry, Seattle inner harbor industries, 
yacht clubs, sailing vessel owners, and civic and community clubs of 
the Puget Sound area. 

In addition, the association represents a large group of taxpayers 
in Seattle and King County who have been actively supporting the 
project for many years. These individuals are evidenced by peti- 
tions bearing 15,000 signatures filed with the district engineer in con- 
nection with the hearings resulting in the approval of the project. 

[ served as the secretary of the association from 1928 until 1944. 
Since 1944 I have served as the chairman. No salaries have been paid 
to officers or members of the association since organization. Expense 
money has been received through voluntary contributions from 
members. 

The expense of my appearance in Washington is being paid by the 
association through funds furnished by the Ballard Commercial Club. 
The Ballard Commercial Club is a group of Seattle businessmen who 
are active in sponsoring the project. 


1928-54 


The need for protection from rough waters in Shilshole Bay was 
recognized within several years after the completion of the Govern- 
ment locks in 1916. It was apparent that a breakwater constructed in 
the outer harbor would serve as an auxiliary to the locks and provide 
the needed protection. The open water frequently made it impossible 
for log tows, barges, fishing vessels, and other craft to anchor while 
waiting for passage through the locks. 

In 1928 the Shilshole Breakwater Association was organized for the 
purpose of study and recommendation in connection with the proposed 
improvement. 

One of those present at the first meeting was Hon. John F. Miller, 
Congressman from the Seattle District. Mr. Miller was much inter- 
ested in the project, and he supported it during his years in Congress. 

In one of the early meetings, Mr. Miller made the following re- 
mark: “This project has such merit. However,” he said, “there are 
many such projects before the Congress at each session. This one will 

take its turn along with the others. Get all the facts and _present 
them properly, and one day your project will be authorized.” 

These words of wisdom from a fine statesman of m: ny years ago 
bring us here today with carefully compiled facts and figures support 
ing the Shilshole bre: ikwater., 

In 1931 Congressman Miller and Senator Wesley L. Jones were suc- 
cessful in prevailing upon Congress to authorize a hearing Busi 
ness conditions were depressed, and it was determined that the im- 
provement was not needed at that particular time. 

The complete plans for the physical construction of the breakwater 
have been prepared by the Seattle district engineer’s office, file No. 
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C 2-4-104.3, February 11, 1949. A copy of the plan is filed with this 
report. 

The improvements to be made by the city of Seattle are also shown 
on the map. 

In the words of the district engineer, the breakwater will be a small- 
boat basin on the north side of the canal entrance of approximately 
72 acres in area, for the protection and moorage of fishing and pleasure 
boats by the construction of a rock mound breakwater 4,200 feet long, 
and dredging the area shoreward thereof to depths of 15 to 10 feet ; 
all at an estimated Federal cost of $3,064,808 (including $22,100 for 
navigation aids to be constructed by the United States Coast Guard) 
plus $25,000 annually for maintenance. 

The benefits resulting from the construction of the proposed Shil- 
shole Breakwater are many and varied. The inner harbor of the city 
of Seattle contains numerous terminals owned by industries, the city 
and county, and Federal agencies; facilities for handling rafts of logs 
at 5 sawmills; 4 seaplane moorages; about 55 private facilities for 
mooring, servicing and repairing small craft; and several small boats. 

The port of Seattle operates a base for commercial fishing boats 
in Salmon Bay. This base has been recently expanded by an e xpendi- 
ture of more than $500,000 provided by a bond issue by a vote of the 
people. 

All outer harbor and Puget Sound traffic entering or leaving the 
inner harbor must pass through the locks. The breakwater would 
relieve the resulting congestion. 

Recreation craft make frequent passage through the canal in view 
of the attractiveness of Puget Sound as a boating area, it being only 
second to New York in the number of registered ples isure boats. 

1,200 commercial fishing boats moored in the inner harbor use the 
canal to reach the outside fishing grounds, the main fish markets, and 
processing plants and supliers which are located on the outer harbor. 

The rafted log traffic is principally inbound through Shilshole Bay. 
Passage of log tows through the locks required movement in sections 
to designations above the locks while remaining sections are moored 
in Shilshole Bay at floats maintained by the Federal Government. 
The use of extra towboats is required to safeguard the log rafts in 
the open waters where the tows are subject to disintegration by storms, 
and to maintain channel clearance when log rafts are temporarily 
moored in the basin below the locks. 

The construction of the breakwater will facilitate the movement of 
these logs at a substantial saving to the sawmills. 

The report of the United States Army engineers shows that the 
canal accommodated 56,898 one-way trips by vessels in one year. 
About 98 percent of the trips were made by vessels drawing 14 feet 
or less, including 16,992 trips by commercial fishing vessels drawing 
under 12 feet, and 18,716 trips by recreational craft drawing less than 
12 feet. 

These craft would be accommodated by the proposed breakwater, 
and it would postpone the necessity of constructing an additional lock 
for many years 

The report also states that an aver: age of 1.238.286 tons in vessels 
and 1,114,250 tons of rafted logs passed through the locks in the 
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10-year period 1938 to 1947 inclusive. A survey reveals that the 
vessel tonnage has increased substantially in the past few years. 

Boats moving between Lake W ashington and Puget Sound con- 
tinually interrupt automobile traffic crossing the four bridges located 
at. 15th Avenue NW., Fremont, U niversity. and Montlake. The re- 
~ is great inconvenience and loss of time to the general public. 
The Lochow and Fisher report has placed this loss at $160,580 
annually. 

The district engineers has summarized his estimate of annual bene- 
fits by the construction of the proposed breakwater as follows 


(Censmptpctel fistienn drbOeintergesg oi ih od) eee ob eis $114, 170 
Recreational boating and reduced bridge openings__..._.......--____-- 160, 810 
De ell cele isdellastinaindaty itdiaces 6, 000 

ene Cs Ee ae a ae i ie eh ieee 280, 980 


‘The benefit-cost ratio is 1.82 according to the Army engineers report. 

The Lochow & Fisher report is based on the projected increased 
population figures for the year 1970. The city of Seattle Planning 
Commission pli wes this estimate as 670,000 people. 

The projection summarizes the benefits as follows: 
Fishing vessels__ Tbs ae indicia ia re te ha _... $346, 000 
Private boatowners- a : : 109, 600 


Creation of new business__ 


arash iaaniciatas cighcerartiddiares ao” ee 
Reduced bridge openings__- Jai SASL Lg 161, 780 


Increased county taxes eiethtte a aad eee 33, 175 


nn 722,115 


— - - --- -- low, 

General benefits are as follows: 

Maintaining water levees sufficient to efficiently operate the locks 
during the extremely dry seasons is a serious problem. In addition 
to the problem of limiting the passage of vessels and commerce 
through the locks, industries using water facilities have been forced 
to retard operations and residents residing on the shores of the lakes 
have been seriously inconvenienced and damaged by the receding 
shoreline. 

It is estimated that the Shilshole breakwater, operating as an 
auxiliary to the locks, could result in a savings of from 6 to 10 inches 
of water when necessary. 

A ferry operation from Shilshole Bay to Kitsap County was aban- 
doned partly due to not being able to operate from the unprotected 
location. Increased population in north Kitsap County and north 
King County will demand reestablishment of a cross-sound ferry serv- 
ice at this location. The breakwater will make this possible, thereby 
serving thousands of penete on both sides of the water. 

The small-boat industry, both repair and new boats, contributes 
substantially to the payrolls of the Seattle area. Our survey indi- 

cates that hundreds of people are not building or buying pleasure 
craft due to the congested conditions in the canal and locks. Also, 
the time lost due to this congestion presents a serious problem to 
present boat owners. The proposed breakwater would provide out- 
side moorage for 1,100 of these boats, thereby contributing to the 
solution of the problem. 

The United States Coast Guard maintains a base on the inner 
harbor. Much benefit would come from utilizing space behind the 
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breakwater for smaller craft operating in Puget Sound areas. Other 
Government agencies benefited would be Sand Point Naval Air Sta- 
tion, United States Naval Reserve Station, United States Army engi- 
neers, Department of Interior, United States Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. These agencies have vessels which pass through the locks 
continually. 

The city of Seattle has expended more than $150,000 in the past 
20 years constructing and maintaining a roadway on Seaview Avenue 
along the shoreline adjacent to the proposed breakwater. The up- 
keep cost has been heavy due to the erosion from the surf from 
Shilshole Bay. 

The breakwater would provide a haven for small boats operating 
north and south on the west side of Puget Sound between Elliott Bay 
and Whidbey Island, a distance of 20 miles. 

The project would create recreational benefits for thousands by 
providing facilities for boating, fishing and picnicking. It would be 
located adjacent to Golden Gardens Park, one of Seattle’s finest salt 
water bathing beaches and parks. More than 200,000 people visited 
this park during the summer season of 1953. 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION 


The city of Seattle acquired title from the State of Washington 
to shore and tidelands adjacent to the proposed breakwater in 1929. 
The area is approximately 72 acres with more than 5,000 feet of shore- 
lands. The appraised valuation is $430,000. ; 

To provide bulkheads along the shore to retain the dredge spoil, 
moorage facilities, utilities and parking area has been estimated by 
the district engineer to cost $1,345,250. This cost is to be borne by 
the city of Seattle. The operation of the mooring facilities will be 
under the supervision of the Seattle Park Department. 

The local interests have complied with all requirements of the 
Federal Government by agreeing to: 

(a) Furnish without cost to the United States all necessary 
lands, easements and rights-of-ways and spoil disposal areas in- 
cluding the providing and maintaining of necessary bulkheads 
for retention of the spoil; 

(6) Provide and maintain all alterations in utilities as re- 
quired ; 

(c) Hold and save the United States free from all damages 
that may result from construction and maintenance of the im- 
provement ; 

(dz) Maintain project depths in the basin areas occupied by 
boat slips and stalls; 

(e) Provide, maintain, and operate suitable mooring facilities, 
including public landing with supply facilities, utilities, and 
parking area, open to all on equal terms. 


SUMMARY 


The Shilshole breakwater has been under consideration for more 
than 25 years. 
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It has the approval of the Seattle Planning Commission, all local 
interests involved, the Governor of the State of Washington, the 
United States Army engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Each and every requirement for local participation has been satis- 
fied. 

Thousands of dollars have been expended by the United States 
Army engineers and local interests in providing complete plans and 
study of the project. 

The Lake Washington ship canal locks are the Nation’s busiest. 
They are second in size on this continent only to the Panama locks. 

The breakwater is a proven necessity as an auxiliary to the locks. 
It will defer for many years the need for an expensive additional lock. 

[t will provide money and jobs for hundreds through the expansion 
of the boating industry. 

It will save hundreds of thousands of dollars for fishermen and 
industries located on the inner harbor. 

It will assist in conserving the water in the lakes during the dry 
season. 

Time and money will be saved by thousands of Seattle residents 
through reduced opening and closing of the four bridges crossing 
the canal. 

Small craft will be provided a haven in the event of stormy weather, 
with a saving to life and property. 

Thousands will be provided with additional recreational features. 

This project, has stood the test of time. Each year shows more 
pronounced need for the improvement. 

Hundreds of people in the Puget Sound area have been giving their 
time and money these many years toward the final approval of this 
project. 

Our hope is that today is the day that Congressman Miller spoke 
of 26 years ago, and that the Shilshole bre akwater will get the ap- 
proval of your committee. 

To sum up, Tom Pelly has given you a picture of this project. It 
is one that 1s some 26 years old and one with which I am sure some 
members of your committee are familiar because we worked on it in 
1946 after your trip there and the trip of members of the committee 
out there at Seattle. 

We have gone through all of the hurdles on this project. 

We believe it is a much needed project as evidenced by the testi- 
mony given by Congressman Pelly. 

I am not going to take up too much time getting into all of this 
but I do have some pictures that tell the story. With your permis- 
sion I would like to bring them up and in the few minutes I am talking 
you can look them over and I think we can speed this up. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. Do you have some additional comments? 

Mr. Hawtey. I have a few remarks which would pertain to me 
somewhat. I am a member of the State legislature in Washington 
and I am the chairman of the fisheries committee, and was in the last 
session, which brings me into close contact with the people who will 
use this breakwater chiefly. That is, the fishermen. 

We do have in Seattle, in this particular harbor, some 1,200 fishing 
boats that we take care of. That is a lot of fishing boats. You will 

















RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 701 


see in those pictures in one terminal where four or five hundred of 
them are in one place. 

Russell Mack is familiar with that part of the city and knows this 
is the busiest waterway in the Nation, and that this breakwater will 
be an auxiliary to the locks. The Government put the locks in there 
in 1916 and it is recognized they will be needed, and that they would 
have to build an additional lock if they do not provide an area in the 
outer harbor where the locks can control the ships going in and out 
of this busy canal. 

I do wish you would look over the report and look over these 
pictures and you will realize the enormity of it. With those few 
words I thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. The Chair notes we also have with us 
Mr. George Thomas of the Seattle Chamber of Commerce. If you 
care to make a statement for the record that may be done now. 

Mr. Tuomas. It is not necessary, Mr. Chairman. I think Mr. 
Hawley’s statement covers the situation very well. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you. General Itschner, may we have your 
report. 

General Irscuner. If you prefer I will insert in the record a large 
portion of this report and just cover the high spots. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee would be very happy if you would do 
that. We must get on the floor because there is a vote coming up 
right away. 

SHILSHOLE BAy 


This report is on Shilshole Bay, Seattle, Wash. It is a review of reports on 
Shilshole Bay, requested by a resolution of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on October 19, 1945. The report 
is published as House Document No. 536, 81st Congress, 2d session. 

Shilshole Bay is an indentation on the east shore of Puget Sound, largely 
within the northwesterly city limits of Seattle, Wash. It is crescent-shaped 
and extends from West Point on the south 8 miles to Meadow Point on the 
north. 

Seattle had a popultaion of about 463,000 in 1950 and is the largest city 
in the State. Resources of the area tributary to Seattle are comprised of 
forests, agricultural developments, fisheries, minerals, and _ recreational 
attractions. 

The Seattle area is conducive to establishment of manufacturing and proc- 
essing plants owing to the natural deep-water harbor and mild climate. A 
large variety of goods are manufactured including textiles, food products, ap- 
parel, lumber, furniture, and machinery. Shipbuilding, boatbuilding, and re- 
pair are major industries. 

The commerce on the Lake Washington ship canal in 1952 amounted to 
1,979,000 tons of which 1,519,000 tons was vessel traffic and 46,000 tons was 
rafted commerce. In the inner harbor at Seattle contains numerous terminals 
owned by industries, the city and county, and Federal agencies. There are 
about 55 private facilities for mooring, servicing and repairing small craft. 

There is no existing project for Shilshole Bay. The existing project for 
the Lake Washington ship canal provides for a channel 34 feet deep and 300 
feet wide from deep water in Shilshole Bay to the Great Northern Railway 
bridge a distance of about 5,500 feet together with various widths and depths 
to Lake Washington. 

Local interests desire the construction of a breakwater in Shilshole Bay 
roughly paralleling the shore and extending about 4,000 feet northward from 
the Washington ship canal; dredging part of the basin between the shore and 
breakwater to a depth of 10 feet for recreational craft; and dredging part of 
the area to a depth of 14 feet for fishing eraft. They also desire a breakwater 
5,000 to 6,000 feet long on the south side of the entrance channel and dredging 
of the basin formed to a depth of 20 feet for mooring log rafts. 
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General Irscuner. There is no existing project at the present time. 
It is proposed to construct a breakwater 4,200 feet long and to dredge 
out the basin shoreward of that breakwater and deposit the material 
back of the bulkhead provided by local interests. 

The channel would be 15 feet deep in the outer harbor, which 
would be largely for fishing vessels, and 10 feet deep in the inner 
harbor, which would be partly for fishing vessels and partly for 
pleasure craft. 

The cost of the project would be $3,397,300 Federal cost and 
$2,030,900 local cost, for a total of $5.428.200. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 2.06 to 1. The maintenance cost is $26,800. 

The State of Washington has concurred in this project, as has the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Ancevt. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Mack. The local cost is exceedingly high, General. I suupose 
that is because of the value of the land that surrounds this project? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. And also because of the large 
amount of work they are going to do on land facilities in connection 
with this project. 

Mr. Ancexi. General, does it include any cash contribution ? 

General Irscuner. No cash contribution for the work I have 
described. 

Mr. Mack. I notice the benefit-cost ratio is exceedingly high. Does 
that include both the contribution of the local community and the 
Federal Government ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The contribution of the local government is exceedingly 
high. If you figured the cost-benefit ratio on the basis of the Federal 
Government’s contribution alone, that ratio would be even higher. 

General Irscrner. It would increase the amount of the benefit-cost 
ratio, figuring the Federal Government alone. 

Mr. Anceci. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancriu, The committee has received a statement from Senator 
Magnuson which will be inserted in the record at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON SHILSHOLE BAY BREAKWATER, SEATTLE, WASH., BY SENATOR 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


Mr. Chairman, on January 13 of this year I introduced 8S. 2776, a bill to 
authorize the Shilshole Bay breakwater at Seattle, Wash. It is my hope this 
improvement will receive favorable consideration by this committee and that 
you will recommend it for authorization in the omnibus bill for rivers and 
harbors for 1954 

It is proposed to build this breakwater in Shilshole Bay, at the entrance to 
the locks of the Lake Washington ship canal, in-Seattle, Wash. 

The project calls for the construction of a 4,200 foot breakwater north of the 
canal entranee. The estimated cost is approximately $3,041,980, according 
to the report of the Army engineers, recommending the project. Since the 
work would require about 18 months for completion, it is suggested the allot- 
ment of funds should be made in 2 consecutive installments. 

There are more small boats—both pleasure and commerical—in the Seattle- 
Puget Sound area than in any part of the world. The home of a large part 
of the North Pacific halibut and salmon fishing fleets is in the fresh water lakes 
connected by the canal to salt water. 

The breakwater will create a basin on the north side of the bay and provide 
an anchorage and moorage for small craft. This will relieve the canal of much 
of its present burdensome small traffic, besides saving pleasure craft operators 
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and fishermen many hours of tedious waiting and nighttime navigation. The 
new basin will also provide space for the temporary moorage of log rafts used by 
mills on the inland waters. 

North-south vehicular and rail traffic across the canal will be benefited, as 
there would be fewer and shorter interruptions and delays due to open draw- 
bridges after a mooring place for small boats is provided. Many other benetits 
could be enumerated. 

The project includes a public landing, supply facilities, utilities, and a 
parking area, 

Totaling the various sources of benefits, it is estimated on a conservative 
hasis they would amount to $280,980. This gives a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.43— 
indicating the improvement is economically feasible. 

Unemployment in the State of Washington has been rapidly increasing for 
about 1 year. I believe it is necessary that we have a backlog of authorized, 
economically feasible, ready-to-go public works, should the present recession 
in business continue. 

I urge your committee to recommend authorization of this important and 
well-justified project. 


Mr. Ancetu. If there are no further questions the committee stands 
adjourned. Thank you, General. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittee adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, March 9, 1954.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 9, 1954 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will come to order. 

The House is meeting at 11 o’clock so it will be necessary for us to 
proceed with as much dispatch as possible. We have three hearings 
set. I talked with Delegate Bartlett and it is not possible for him 
to be present on the Alaska project. I understand that the Governor 
of Alaska, Hon. B. Frank Heintzleman, is here. 

If it is agreeable to members of the committee and others we will 
take up first the Mobile Harbor Project in Alabama, which is House 
Document 74 of the 83d Congress. 


Mosiite Harpor, Ana. 


We have with us Hon. Frank Boykin of Alabama, who was a for- 
mer member of this committee, and a very fine member, and who has 
done a magnificent job representing his district. He has certainly 
pleaded with me for a long time on behalf of all of these projects in 
which the great southern portion of our country is so much interested. 

It has been a great pleasure for me during the 16 years I have been 
here to serve with the very distinguished Congressman from Alabama. 
I believe I share the belief with all other members of the committee 
that we are happy indeed to have him with us. 

I understand it is agreeable to all that we first have the report of 
the Corps of Army Engineers. 

Col. J. U. Allen, Assistant Chief of Civil Works, Rivers and Har- 
bors, is with us and is going to present this project. 

We are very happy to have you with us, Colonel, and if it is agree- 
able with you we will hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF CIVIL 
WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, the report on Mobile Harbor, Ala., 
is contained in House Document 74 of the 83d Congress, Ist session. 
This report was requested by a resolution of the Committee on Pub- 
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lic Works, House of Representatives, and adopted on Septem- 
ber 27, 1951. 

Mobile Harbor, Ala., serves the city of Mobile, which is located in 
the southwest corner of Alabama on the Mobile River. The port of 
Mobile serves in addition to itself as an industrial shipping center 
the industrial area of Birmingham, Ala., which has developed into an 
extensive iron center. 

The project at Mobile Bay at the present time consists of a 36-foot 
by 450-foot wide channel across the outer bar. It consists of a 32-foot 
by 300-foot channel approximately 30 miles long from the entrance 
of Mobile Say up the Mobile River. 

The depth is continued at 32 feet in the Mobile River, with varying 
widths up to the highway bridge. 

The difficulties which are found with respect to navigation at the 
present time are due to the inadequate depths and the inadequate 
widths in the present channel. 

In the period 1946 to 1951 there were more than 60 ships involved 
in accidents in the Mobile Bay channel. The steamship companies 
attribute these accidents to the inadequate depths and the inadequate 
widths for the transit of modern steamships. They state that the 
narrowness of he channel, which is only 300 feet wide, makes it very 
diffienlt for the present-day steamships to transit and pass safely. 

The depths under the keels are inadequate for proper response to 
the helm, again adding to the danger in transit of ships. Some 
operators have complained that while transiting Mobile Bay the ships 
have drawn mud into the condensers, with the resultant and consequent 
damage to the machinery of the ship. 

In 1952 the port of Mobile accommodated in excess of 11 million 
tons of waterborne commerce. Of that 11 million tons 34 percent 
consisted of petroleum products, 18 percent consisted of aluminum ore 
or bauxite, 9 percent was iron ore and manganese. The other major 
cargoes consisted of seashells, coal, wood and paper products, making 
up the balance of the 11 million tons. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at that point? 

Mr. Ancetx. Yes, indeed, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Will you relate the history of the increased traffic index 
to that port for the last 10 to 15 years, Colonel ? 

Colonel Auten. In 1941 the tonnage carried on the Mobile ship 
channel was 5 million tons. That decreased through 1942 with a 
drop-off during the war to about 3 million tons in 1944. Since 1945 
it has shown a considerable iricrease each year of approximately 1 
million tons annually, until last year, in 1952, the last year on which 
I have figures, it was in excess of 11 million tons, or approximately 
11,020 000 tons. 

Mr. Jones. What is anticipated growth of the commerce? 

Colonel Aten. The anticipated growth in Mobile Harbor will de- 
pend to a large extent on the increase in the Venezuelan ore shipments 
which are en route to Birmingham. 

Mr. Jones. Are you acquainted with their requirements, Colonel, 
that is, the steel companies’ requirements for port facilities in handling 
ore going to Birmingham? 

Colonel Attzen. No, sir. I am not. 
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Mr. Jones. Have you had any communication from them indicating 
what they will need in the way of port requirements 

Colonel Auten. In the report the prospective commerce or the 
future annual movements of iron ore through Mobile Harbor are esti- 
mated at 3 million tons. 

Mr. Jones. That is the point I wanted to get in. In other words, 
they expect within the near future to be sending some 3 million tons 
of iron ore into the Mobile district ‘ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

I might point out that the 5-year average, 1946 to 1951, percentage- 
wise in iron ore, was 6 percent of the total tonnage, and in 1952 that 
has increased to 9 percent; which serves to bear out the prospective 
commerce indicated in the report. 

Mr. Mack. What is the population of the Mobile-Birmingham area, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Auten. The population of the city of Mobile in 1950 was 
129,000. In the metropolitan area of Mobile it was 190,000. 

Mr. Mack. What about Birmingham ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Birmingham is quite a distance away from Mobile 

Mr. Boykin. There are some 400,000 people in the Birmingham 
area. 

Mr. Mack. How is freight moved from Mobile to Birmingham— 
by rail or water ¢ 

Colonel Anten. There is a navigable waterway up the Mobile River 
from Mobile to Birmingham. 

Mr. Mack. What is the depth ? 

Colonel AuiEen. It is 9 feet in depth. 

Mr. Anaeii. Where does the ore all come from ¢ 

Colonel Auten. The majority of it comes from Venezuela. Per- 
haps the gentleman from Mobile can verify that. My information 
is it comes from Venezuela and they are counting to a large extent on 
developing this Port of Mobile with increased draft vessels to carry 
that tonnage. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, if you get an increase in ore shipments 
there in the next 2 years you will have shipments amounting to ap- 
proximately 3 million tons of iron ore alone coming into the Mobile 
port? 

Colonel ALLEN. In 1952 the tonnage of iron ore was 987,000. The 
prospective commerce indicated that that would rise to 3 million tons. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Colonel Atten. The district and division engineer and the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended modification of 
the Mobile project to the following depths and widths: They recom- 
mended modification of the project to produce a 42-foot depth across 
the outer bar and an increase in width to 600 feet. ‘They recommend 
modification of the project to a 40-foot depth in the long Mobile Bay 
Channel with a width of 400 feet. They recommend a modification 
of the depth in the Mobile River Channel to 40 feet, maintaining the 
same width substantially, and recommend the addition of a turning 
basin of 40 feet in depth and 800 feet wide at the upper limit of the 
project. 

The Chief of Engineers recommended the adoption of this project, 
which has a benefit-cost ratio of 2.77. The annual charges of the 
project are $512,509, of which $290,000 is maintenance dredging. 

39263 —54-—vol. 146 
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A report has been submitted to the Governor of Alabama and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, who advised that they have no 
objection to the submission of the report to Congress and have no 
recommended changes. 

Mr. Jones. Colonel, the depth you propose in this report is the same 
depth that you are asking for for similar large port areas. Is that 
true ¢ 

Colonel ALten. A 40-foot depth. Yes, sir. The 42 feet across the 
outer bar, of course, will provide for the transit of that bar in rougher 
weather, which does not obtain inside the harbor. 

Mr. AnGe.u. Colonel, what is the Federal cost ? 

Colonel Atten. The annual charges? 

Mr. Ancreti. No. The cost of the project. 

Colonel ALLEN. The total Federal first cost was $5,828,000. 

Mr. Anceti. And the non-Federal ? 

Colonel Aten. The non-Federal was $143,000. 

Mr. Ancett. Does the non-Federal cost include any cash con- 
tributions ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. It includes no cash contributions, but includes the 
provision of slips and rights-of-way and disposal areas. 

Mr. Anoetu. Are there any further questions from members of 
the committee ¢ 

Mr. Neau. Colonel, I noticed you advised or recommended 42 feet 
of depth in the outer bar as against 40 feet over the rest of it. 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Neat. Is that because your outer bar is more apt to need dredg- 
ing in order to maintain that depth? In other words, is the outer 
bar more apt to fill up more readily?’ Why do you need the extra 
2 feet there? 

Colonel AtLen. The extra 2 feet is provided there because of the 
wave conditions under which the ships have to transit the outer bar. 
That is, you may have a high wave action which may reduce your 
ultimate depth, and those wave actions are not encountered to the 
same degree in the Mobile Bay area. 

Mr. Nea. It is not for any particular reason, such as sedimentation, 
or filling up of the outer bar? 

Colonel] Auien. No, sir. Primarily it is to permit of operation 
during all weather conditions. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Mack. Is the oil imported or exported from Mobile Bay? 

Colonel ALLEN. The oil is exported. I can’t answer that question 
specifically, though, sir. I can provide it as to the relative imports 
and exports. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

You mentioned among the cargo carried through Mobile Bay that 
of seashells. What ultimate product do they go into? 

Colonel Atten. Cement and fertilizer. There is a considerable 
amount. It amounts to 18 percent of the total tonnage in 1952. 

Mr. Macr. The reason ae I asked that question is that we have a 


tremendous shell industry on the Pacific coast, and I do not know of 
any use being made of the shell. 

Colonel ALLEN. Primarily cement. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, what is the present depth of the channel at 
Mobile ¢ 
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Colonel Atten. The present project dimensions or the present con- 
trol depths? 

Mr. Scupper. The present control depths. 

Mr. Boyxin. 32 feet. 

Colonel Auten. The annual report shows it to be a project depth 
of 32 feet, and the minimum depth throughout the 4 quarters of the 
channel to be substantially in that vicinity of 32 feet. There are 
areas where they are shoaler but the controlling depth appears to be 
32 feet. 

Mr. Scupper. Under the present depth what was the tonnage that 
came into the harbor? 

Colonel AuLen. In 1952 in the present project it was 11,020,000 tons. 

Mr. Scupper. The reason for deepening this is to ac commodate 
larger ships? 

Colonel Atten. To permit the transit of modern ships with more 
safety and greater tonnages. Some of the ships now have to come in 
partially loaded. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Jones. It is the same experience they are having in every port 
locality. 

Colonel Auten. Every port locality with substantially the same 
project dimensions as this. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Colonel. 

I mentioned a moment ago we have with us our very distinguished 
colleague, Congressman Boykin, and we also have on this committee 
another very distinguished colleague from Alabama, whom we all 
admire, Congressman Jones, from whom we will hear later. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK W. BOYKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA—Resumed 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, you do not know how we appreciate 
your giving us this time. 

I was on this committee 15 years ago with the present chairman, 
and I was just as good to him as he has been to me. I was chairman 
then. 

We had a little project here the other day and I want to thank 
you all for what you did for me that day. It related to Dauphin 
Island, where this little channel is, and involved $2,400,000. That 
is where I asked you last night to bring your wife and let us go 
fishing. We have everything in the world there that we have any 
other “place, and thousands of other things that they do not have 
anywhere. We even had snow there this week. We have millions of 
blossoms there and the snow didn’t hurt a thing, thank God. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to say again to Bob Jones that I appreciate 
your coming. Bob took my slace on this committe when I had to go 
off to the Merchant Marine Committee, where we were having a little 
trouble. 

This is one of the largest and most important committees in the 
Congress of the United States, because when you develop rivers you 
are just going into partnership with God Almighty. 

Mr. Chairman, you were saying down home and down in Alabama 
that that was the place where God had done so much and man so 
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little, but in the meantime the boys and girls there have been waked 
up and are doing everything right. We have more navigable miles 
of streams than any other State in the Union; but God Almighty 
did most of that. 

However, I want to tell you that the steel corporation spent $168 
million in Venezuela. You asked about the size of the ships. There 
is no way of ever getting to sea unless you do this deepening of the 
channel, because the ships draw too much water for the present depth. 
Not only that, but a great deal of the cargo that comes to Mobile goes 
to Birmingham, where we have a tremendous deposit of iron ore. We 
bring in more there than you have on the Mesabi Range. I know a 
good deal about that because I was on the committee investigating 
the shortage of steel some years back, you remember. Some of you 
here were on that committee with me. 

This is the greatest project in the world. It is not for us, gentle- 
men, alone. It is for the great International Paper Co. in New York; 
and the Pennsylvania Aluminum Ore Co., who have a $180 million 
plant and they have to have this in order to get all of their ores in 
there. When our people were talking up here at a meeting they were 
talking about Pennsylvania. That is where the Aluminum Ore Co. is 
from. Thy have told me that they have enough iron ore to last for 
a hundred years if they can get it back over here to America. 

This is the greatest thing I have ever heard of in my life. It is 
the finest thing, and it is for every State of the Union, and not just 
for Alabama. I was here the other day and you were so kind to 
me, just like I know you are going to be today. But I want to stress 
that this is one of the most important projects I have ever appeared 
on, or that anybody else ever appeared for. I say that because we 
have to have this project. 

You can ask us about the ore at Birmingham. There isan unlimited 
supply of iron ore there, but it is not a rich ore like the Venezuelan 
ore. I understand that this is the largest and best deposit of iron 
ore that has been discovered. You gentlemen can make that possible 
for us, not only for those people; but for the banana people, and the 
fertilizer people, and so many others. 

I had a great friend out in your State, Mr. Chairman, General 
Pick. He said, “Frank, this is the greatest undeveloped project on 
earth.” This is General Pick, who built the great China Road and 
developed the Missouri Basin. He said thisto me. He said this was 
the greatest undeveloped project on earth that he knew about. 

You all know General Pick, who is the former Chief of Army 
Engineers. 

I love Brother Angell. He has been very kind to us and has allowed 
us to proceed out of turn, but because of the shortness of time he has 
told me to hurry. Therefore, at this time I want to introduce you to 
our people so we will have them in the record, at least. : 

At this time I want to introduce Mr. H. A. Guthans, representing the 
Mobile Chamber of Commerce. I do not want him to talk yet, but 
just introduce him. 

Next I want to introduce Mr. Daniel J. Houlihan. Isn’t that a good 


name. 
Mr. Ancett. The committee is very happy to meet these gentlemen. 
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Mr. Borxry. And Mr. Jerry Turner, a representative of the State 
docks. 

By the way, our State docks are the sixth largest on earth. 

Captain Harry Hargrove, my great friend, and C aptain Galleher. 

[I am speaking for the entire Alabama delegation, both Senator Hill 
and Senator Sparkman as well as Laurie Battle of Birmingham. We 
had lunch the other day and he is as strong for it as he can be. 

Also I would like to introduce Mr. R. J. Mittelbronn. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, if it suits you I would like to have Mr. Guthans come up 
here and present our case. I hope we can put the names of the other 
gentlemen who cannot be here, in the record. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will be very glad to hear you, Mr. 
Guthans. Will you give your full name and ‘title for the benefit of the 
reporter ? 


STATEMENT OF H. A. GUTHANS, REPRESENTING THE MOBILE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AS CHAIRMAN OF THE PORT DEVELOP- 
MENT COMMITTEE 


Mr. Guruan. H. A. Guthans, representing the Mobile Chamber of 
Commerce as its chairman of the port development committee. 

On the subject of the proposed improvement of the Mobile ship 
channel, it is a privilege for me to appear before this committee on 
behalf of the Mobile Chamber of Commerce, as its chairman of the 
port development committee, an assignment that I have enjoyed since 
1947. 

My appearance here today is principally in the interest of bringing 
to the attention of this committee information supplemental to that 
which was gathered by the United States engineers, November 1, 1949, 
when the hearing was held at Mobile, Ala. The engineers’ hes aring 
generated an astounding amount of interest and testimony clearly 
indicating that the need of channel improvements was not only a 
matter of immediate concern, but one that was probably too long 
deferred. 

There were 38 statements handed to me. I would like to put these 
two statements in the record. One is from Alcoa and another is from 
the Mobile Steamship Association. 

Mr. AnGeLi. Without objection they will be received and incor- 
porated in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT or J, A. ALLAIN, MANAGER OF ALCOA STEAMSHIP Co., Inc., Morrie, ALA. 


In the public hearing of the Corps of Engineers held at Mobile, Ala., on 
November 1, 1949, evidence was presented on behalf of interested parties peti- 
tioning the Corps of Engineers for their approval of the recommended deepening 
and widening of the Mobile ship channel. At this hearing, ample proof was 
presented to justify the contemplated channel improvement. Among other data, 
figures were presented to show that even in our actual operation of vessels 
drawing less than 29 feet, a combination of factors (low tide, northerly winds, 
allowance for squat) can and do create a hazard in navigation of our present 
32-foot channel. (Six Alcoa vessels have grounded in the channel since 1949.) 
Any marine engineer will also attest to the damage and increased cost of main- 
tenance on vessels dragging bottom for the distance involved. 

Here it is over 4 years since the Corps of Engineers received evidence in sup- 
port of our petition for a deeper and wider channel and we are still without any 
improvement. In the meantime, larger ships are being built to haul larger 
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cargoes to larger processing plants vital not only to peacetime economy but 

invaluable in time of emergencies. In our own bauxite industry, the plant here 

at Mobile has constantly grown until it requires about 4,500 tons of bauxite per 
day. Almost half a shipload every 24 hours. To meet this need Alcoa Steam- 

ship Co. has increased its carriage of bauxite from 1 million gross tons in 1948 

to over 124 million tons in 1953: 

Year : Groas tons 
1948_____ i to snitstabs ze ‘ 1, 072, 536, 57 
1953 peveethet kepada. Sena et? pie qe aghiuivenngitiven. ae Wa nae ae 

In its operation into and out of Mobile Harbor, Alcoa has shown the following 
increase in arrivals and sailings: 


Number of 
sailings 


Number of 


Year arrivals 


| 

2 get Siti) De die arlo soe | oh sl tiie) 
a : he eee : 185 | 147 

1953 dH a ee aes 216 | 206 


With such a record of activity, it should be evident that sufficient commerce 
is involved in the bauxite movement to warrant serious consideration as an 
important factor in the total commerce of the port in times of peace and emer- 
gency, and that its uninterrupted continuance is important enough to justify a 
ship channel of sufficient dimensions to assure adequate and safe passage at 
all times 

The shallow depth and narrow width of Mobile ship channel is certainly 
inadequate for ships presently carrying bauxite into the port of Mobile, but in 
a very short time it will become obsolete, when we consider the large ore car- 
riers being built today. Of the latter class our company will charter 2 vessels, 
the larger having a capacity of 32,600 tons at a draft of 34 feet, 5 inches. The 
overall length of this vessel will be 680 feet and its beam 88 feet. The 
other ore carrier will carry 25,000 tons at a draft of 34 feet, and has a length 
of 686 feet, breadth of 76 feet. 

These are ships that will probably be ready for operation by the end of 
1955. And unless the channel is improved we estimate 93,600 tons of bauxite 
annually would have to be shut out of these 2 ore carriers if they are restricted 
to the present depth of 32 feet. 

The demand for bauxite, steadily increasing in military and civilian uses, 
continues to force an expansion in transportation, and plant capacities until 
today we find the largest bauxite refinery in the United States, right here in 
Mobile, the Aluminum Co. of America, having just completed a $10 million 
expansion program to increase its production capacity 33 percent. With ships 
presently in operation, this increase requires 50 shiploads additional per year. 
To keep pace with plant expansion, the large ore carriers will do their part, 
but only to an efficiency governed by the depth and width of the Mobile ship 
channel 


[From the Mobile Press, March 1, 1954] 


ALUMINUM PLANT aT Mopite CoMPLETES HUGk ExPANsSION—MoreE THAN $10 
MILLION Is Spent MAKING FaciLiry LARGEST oF Its Kinp IN ENTIRE NATION 


Expansion of alumina producing facilities at the Mobile plant of the Aluminum 
Company of America has been completed at a cost in excess of $10 million. 

The Mobile plant is now the largest alumina-producing works in the United 
States. Alumina is the material refined from bauxite (basic aluminum ore) 
which is then smelted into metallic aluminum. 

Works Manager Duncan C. Smith announced Monday that the expansion pro- 
gram started in 1951, increases the plant’s alumina production capacity by 33 
percent. The Mobile expansion was part of an overall program to meet a con- 
stantly increasing demand for aluminum. 

The Mobile works can now produce sufficient alumina from bauxite for smelt- 
ing into more than 400,000 tons of aluminum annually. 

To satisfy the plant’s increased capacity, an additional 50 bauxite-ore ships 
will unload each year at Mobile. 
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The higher output calls for an addditional 70 railroad cars weekly throughout 
the country, including shipments to Alcoa smelting works at Wanatchee and 
Vancouver, Wash.; Point Comfort, Tex.; Alcoa, Tenn.; Massena, N. Y., and 
Badin, N. C. 

The new equipment added at Mobile involved all facilities for refining ore 
under the Bayer process. Among the new installations are a digester unit, new 
filter presses and precipitators, and a new calcining kiln. 

A new boiler, turbine, and air compressor were installed in the powerhouse. 
New steam lines to supply the new digester unit were constructed. 


STORAGE BUILDING 


A new storage building was erected to handle the greater supplies of bauxite 
that will come from the Caribbean area. Conveyors were built to this building; 
other existing conveyors were enlarged and bauxite handling facilities were 
expanded. 

In conjunction with Alcoa’s expansion, the Alabama State Docks facilities for 
unloading were increased. 

New gridding facilities permit the handling of both dry and wet bauxites, 
whereas former equipment handled only dry ore. 

The Mobile plant is on land leased from the Alabama State Docks. With the 
exception of a small strip of land at one end of the property, all new facilities 
are on land already under lease to Alcoa. 

In connection with expansion of the refining facilities a new office building 
was added. 

The Aluminum Company of America has upwards of 1,000 employees at its 
Mobile works. 


MosBILE STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Mobile, Ala., March 4, 1954. 
Mr. H. A. GUTHANS, 
Chairman, Port Development Committee, 
Mobile Chamber of Conunerce, Mobile, Ala. 

Dear Str: We would greatly appreciate your committee representing the Mo- 
bile Steamship Association, appearing before the Public Works Committee on 
March 9 in Washington and expressing our concern in regard to the present propo- 
sal of deepening and widening our present Mobile Channel. 

There has been no improvement since the present project was adopted in 1934, 
although since that time the volume of business moving through the Port of 
Mobile has increased from 3,700,000 tons per year to over 11 million tons in 1952, 
clearly indicating that the increase in traffic fully justifies an improved channel. 
You have in your possession a chart indicating a comparison of the depths at 
other gulf ports with that at Mobile, and as you will note we are far behind in 
our improvement program. 

Within the past few years this subject has come before our organization on 
many occasions. Numerous times there have been complaints from steamship 
operators and agents to the effect that our present channel is of insufficient depth 
and width to safely accommodate fully loaded deep draft vessels. The ever in- 
creasing flow of traffic through this port has prompted us to study conditions 
very closely and, unless improvements are made within the near future, we feel 
that the interests of the steamship operators, shippers, and receivers and the gen- 
eral area as a whole will definitely suffer. There are many types of vessels 
entering this port and even at this time we have reports that the operators are 
confronted with the problem of shifting fuel and cargo in an endeavor to keep 
vessels close to an even keel to avoid deep drafts, and in doing so there are costs 
involved that would not normally accrue if our present channel was of sufficient 
depth to allow all types of vessels to proceed with a safe margin. 

Operating costs are basically calculated on cost per ton of cargo handled, and 
it has proven to be a fact that in the bulk cargo trade, especially, the cost per 
ton on the large type bulk carriers is definitely more economical than the small 
cargo type vessels that we are now forced to use due to draft limitations. Plans 
are now being made to utilize the large bulk carriers to handle bauxite, iron ore, 
oil and other bulk commodities through this port, provided there is sufficient 
depth in our channel to accommodate such vessels. The savings in the cost of 
transportation of such import commodities will eventually reflect similar savings 
to our National Government and other ultimate consumers of the manufactured 
product, thereby aiding tremendously our national economy. 
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You will undoubtedly point out to the committee that during the last war a 
great deal of cargo was diverted to gulf ports account of the submarine blockade 
on the Atlantic seaboard, and we certainly want to be prepared in the event of 
any such emergency in the future. With the deeper and wider channel, this port 
would most likely play an important part in the operation of our naval forces 
since we have in this port drydock and ship repair facilities that are equal to any 
other in the gulf coast area. 

We are of the opinion that this is a sound economic investment and we sincerely 
urge favorable approval of this project by the Public Works Committee, in accord- 
ance with recommendations previously submitted by the United States Corps of 
Engineers. 

Very truly yours, 
MosILe STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
S. A. LEBLanc, Chairman. 


In support of this contention, we refer to the findings of the United 
States Engineers which establishes very high economic justification for 
the improvements. In preparation of the report, figures are set down 
for the accomplishment in three stages and are based on the cost of the 
project, and the return annually for each dollar expended, including 
dredging, maintenance, interest, and amortization. 

The figures are as follows: 


Return 
annually for 
each dollar 
expended 


Depth of channel 


36 feet 3.30 | $3, 588, 000 
388 feet eid ‘ 3. 4, 857, 000 
40 feet nani naka . 77 5, 971, 000 


We understand by comparison that this project carries one of the 
highest benefit ratings of all projects presently under consideration. 

These figures are by no means current, and even though we under- 
stand that they were projected for a 2-year period after hearing date, 
during the additional 2 years that have elapsed there has been an 
increase in tonnage that is much in excess of the average on which the 
original figures are based. 

Before setting down some of the factors which have intensified the 
need of this channel improvement, I would like to call attention to 
the timelag which in this instance has become a matter of serious 
consequence. Four years and 4 months have elapsed since the Engi- 
neers’ hearing was held. We believe that the testimony gathered by 
the Engineers clearly indicated the need of the improved channel as of 
the date of the hearing. The extent of further delay, of course, is in 
the hands of the Congress. 

In the meantime, the need of channel improvements steadily be- 
comes more imperative. Some of the factors which have contributed 
to the changing conditions are as follows : 

(a) In 1948 there were 240 vessels using the channel which 
carried a draft of between 27 and 32 feet. The 32-foot must be 
carried over a high tide. In 1953, 637 vessels in the same category 
were handled over the channel. 

(>) The Alabama State docks completed last year a shipside 
grain elevator having a storage capacity of 1,600,000 bushels. 

(c) The Alabama State docks has within the past year or two 
expanded its bulk-handling plant to provide 40 percent of ad- 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


ditional capacity with 1 additional ship berth and 1 additional 
bulk-handling tower, expending $1,400,000 for these improve- 
ments. 

(d) The Aluminum Ore Co. has recently expanded its bauxite 

reduction plant and, on March 1 this year, made an announcement 
in the public press that the Mobile plant was now the largest of its 
kind in the United States, with a capacity of producing - sufficient 
alumina from bauxite ore to smelt 400,000 tons of aluminum 
annually. 

(e) The ‘Tennessee Co., of Birmingham, Ala., who at the time 
of the engineers’ hearing were undertaking a study to determine 
selection of a suitable gulf port for the importation of foreign 
iron ore have in the past 2 years constructed in Mobile an enor- 
mous bulk-handling plant which will within a month or two ig 
mence operations on a schedule of handling approximately 
million tons of this raw material annually. 

The bauxite company and the steel company, as referred to in (d) 
and (e), anticipate the importation of their respective raw materials 
in very large vessels, and until such time as an adequate channel has 
been provided these vessels could be used only under light loaded 
conditions. Not only does such an arrangement bring about high 
transportation costs, but in the event of emergency, light loading of 
vessels of this kind would indeed be deplorable. 

(f) The Brookley Air Force Base has within recent months 
inaugurated a practice of bringing Navy carrier vessels loaded 
with planes for repairs or modifications for discharge at Brookley 
Air Force wharf. When these carriers come into our channel all 
other traffic must be halted by the Coast Guard because of an 
inadequate channel width. 

(g) The Navy, on one occasion of a carrier’s visit to Brookley 
Air Force Base, put the carrier into the Alabama Dry Dock & 
ee Co. plant for docking and repairs. The port of 

Mobile has beyond question the best equipped ship repair plant 
and dr ydock facilities in the gulf. 

(h) Tonnage handled by the port has substantially increased 
in volume as will later be covered in detail by the general manager 
of the Alabama State docks. 

The port of Mobile is outstanding in its possession of three separate 
and distinct bulk cargo-handling plants. Such commodities as 
bauxite, iron ore, manganese, coal, nitrate, phosphate rock, and sulfur 
are customarily handled. It is indeed a modest statement to say 
that Mobile has in these three bulk plants more capacity than all other 
gulf ports combined. 

Consideration of the capacity of the plants and the commodities 
handled by them, coupled with the aluminum plant and the shipyard 
and the use of the ship channel by the Beoclibey Air Force Base in 
delivery of planes by carrier, prompts us to suggest to this committee 
a relationship in the matter of national security. 


SUMMARY 


Recognition of the importance of Mobile Harbor dates back to the 
River and Harbor Act of May 20, 1826, when the Congress approved 
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the first project for improving the ship channel in Mobile Bay. This 
occurred 2 years following the inaugyration of the civil works pro- 
gram under the Corps of Engineers when the first River and Harbor 

Act was passed in 1824. 

This port is the oldest federally improved harbor on the Gulf of 
Mexico and antedates by many years the principal ports of the At- 
lantic and Pacific coasts. It is Alabama’s only seaport, and its loca- 
tion at the head of Mobile Bay approximately 30 miles from the gulf 
provides a protected and safe harbor with limited fluctuation in tide 
levels for year-round operation. 

Since the first improvement program in 1826, Congress has con- 
tinued to recognize the port’s potentalities by allotting wren yy 
funds for further deepening and enlarging of the channel until 193 
when the present project was completed, which provides a channel 33 
by 300 feet wide. 

“To most of us who have been closely associated with this matter, 
the information engendered. by the study disclosing that no improve- 
ment has been made in the ship channel in the past 20 years was in- 
deed a shocking surprise. It is evident that when you live with a 
problem for a long period of time, you fail to recognize it as such, 
and in a case of this kind, habit becomes an obstruction to progress. 

During this 20-year period the port of Mobile has made enormous 
progress in spite of the handicap. The volume of tonnage ae 
through the port of Mobile now places it in ninth place in the Nation. 
It is obvious that channel improvement in Mobile has failed to keep 
abreast of the tremendous increase in tonnage handled through the 
port. 

To further clarify the relationship of improvements of the channel 
to expansion and growth of the port, the attached chart showing 
stages of improvements versus tonnage is submitted herewith. 

I would like you gentlemen to glance at this chart. The flat line 
is the improvements. 

Mr. Macurowicz. We have copies of it here. 

Mr. Guruans. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Anceuxi. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Becker. I have one question. 

Mr. Anceii. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. You represent the chamber of commerce, do you not? 

Mr. Gurnans. I do. 

Mr. Becxer. You talk about the great effect on business that this 
will have. 

Mr. Gurmans. [am not an employee of the State. 

Mr. Becker. I did not say you were an employee. You represent 
the chamber of commerce. 

Mr. Gurmans. That is right. I am chairman of one of its com- 
mittees, 

Mr. Becker. In your report you speak of the growth and talk of 
the potentialities for business that this will create in the shipping 

ndustry and all types of business. Is that correct? 

Mr.Gurnans. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. From the expenditures you ask here, that might seem 
to be warranted, it does not seem that you look forward to a great 
depression coming on, do you? That is, from the glowing terms of 
the report you make here. 
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Mr, Guruans. No, sir, we do not. As a matter of fact in the past 
2 years there has been an expenditure far in advance of what is recom 
mended for the ship channel. 
Mr. Becker. You do not recommend this on the basis that we are 


going oe any great slump of any kind, do you? 

Mr. Guruens. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. What is the storage capacity of the grain elevators at 
Mobile, Ala. ? 

Mr. Guruans. 1,600,000 bushels. 

Mr. Near. Is that incoming or outgoing / 

Mr. Gurnans. Outgoing. | 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. I would like to introduce Mr. J. P. Turner, general 
manager of the Alabama State Docks Board. He has charge of the 
great docks and grain elevators, which deal with ships from all over 
the world, and the Aluminum Ore Co. and the Waterman Steamship 
Co., which is the largest independent ship company in the world and 
does not get any Government subsidies. By the way, on these State 
docks the Government did not pay anything on them. The State of 
Alabama paid for them. 


STATEMENT OF J. P. TURNER, GENERAL MANAGER, ALABAMA 
STATE DOCKS BOARD, MOBILE, ALA. 


Mr. Turner. I can just insert it in the record. 

Mr. Ancetn. Thank you. Without objection the statement may be 
inserted in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Turner is as follows :) 


ALABAMA STATE Docks Boarp 
(AN AGENCY OF THE STATE OF ALABAMA), 
Vobile, Ala., March 5, 1954. 
House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKsS, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : It is a privilege to appear before this committee to supplement the 
report made by the Alabama State Docks Board to the United States Corps of 
Engineers at their public hearing in Mobile, November 1, 1949. This statement 
should not only supplement the report made at that time but should also confirm 
assertions made then regarding the necessity for modification of the Mobile 
Ship Channel and the steady growth and expansion of the Alabama State 
Docks in particular, and the port of Mobile in general. 

At the time of the hearing, the statement was made that the State docks 
had just completed a $4 million expansion project which added 3 new berths, 
modern in every respect, to the then available 21 ship berths. This, of course, 
was a statement of fact as in 1949 these berths were completed and in opera- 
tion. The statement then carried the information on the plans for the expan- 
sion of the bulk-material handling plant. Since that time this expansion has 
been completed at a cost of $1,400,000 and has added the third berth to the bulk- 
material plant, the necessary belt-conveying system, a new unloading tower 
and carloading station which has increased the overall capacity of the gulf’s 
finest bulk-material handling plant by 40 percent, making it possible for this 
particular plant to have an annual capacity of over 4% million tons and an 
actual record in its first year of operation of 3,400,000 tons. You have heard 
or will hear through other statements made here today that this particular 
bulk plant is 1 of 3 now in operation at the port of Mobile, or in the case of the 
Tennessee Co.’s facility, will be in operation within the next 30 days. 

Another facility, which has been built by private capital tegether with the 
State Docks, which was not mentioned in the 1949 statement, is the Alabama 
Grain Elevator Co.’s facility which is a grain elevator with a capacity of 1,600,000 
bushels, construction having been started on this facility early in 1951 and 
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made ready for operation by the spring of 1952. Due to the fact that all the 
machinery was not available for the full completion of this facility, they were 
forced to operate during the first year well below their capacity but they have 
handled since the beginning of operation some 29 million bushels, 15 million of 
which were exported during the last 6 months of the past calendar year. 

These improvements show briefly the trend of the Port of Mobile in its plans 
for expansion and improvement. As far as the docks themselves are concerned, 
we expect to continue this improvement and expansion for many years to come. 
Immediate plans call for construction of additional storage warehouses for 
water-borne commerce, and the engineering plans and property have been pur- 
chased for the further expansion of five more complete riverside berths with 
entirely modern apron wharves, transit sheds and the necessary rail and truck 
facilities to go with them. 

Since the statement made in 1949, there has been a continued rise in the 
tonnage moving through the State’s facilities and a phenomenal rise in figures 
for the Port of Mobile as a whole. The docks graph shows since 1949 a gradual 
rise from approximately 3% million tons to slightly over 5 million tons in 1953, 
and the port's figures show an estimated 12 million tons for 1953. 

The people of the State of Alabama made known their faith in the potential 
growth and expansion of Alabama's only seaport when they approved the original 
investment of $10 million almost 30 years ago. This original investment has 
grown through the reinvestment of earned revenue and in increased value, to an 
estimated $35 million at this time. Soon after the people of Alabama made their 
faith known through the construction of the original docks, the Government 
improved the Mobile Ship Channel to its present depth of 32 feet. This was 
in 1934, but though the people of Alabama still maintained their faith in the 
port, it is astounding that during the last 20 years there has been no further 
improvement in the Mobile Ship Channel although records indicate every other 
port in the Gulf of Mexico has had some improvement and all the major ports 
are from 36 to 40 feet in their channel depth, and this in spite of the fact that 
the Port of Mobile has shown a larger gain in tonnage percentagewise and 
has continually led the field in adding facilities available to the shipping public. 

If the many facts brought forth in the statements and exhibits presented at 
the original hearing 4 years ago tended to prove the need for the immediate 
modification of the Mobile Ship Channel for the handling of bulk materials in 
deeper draft ships, certainly the experience at the Port of Mobile during the 
past 4 years with its rapid rise in tonnage and facilities, brought to your attention 
here today, will make this improvement a necessity. 

May I call your attention to the fact that at the hearing 4 years ago there 
Was no mention made of the Tennessee Co.’s new bulk plant, which you have 
learned of today and which will handle an estimated 3 million tons per year 
of iron ore, nor was there any mention made of the new grain elevator which 
will likely handle a minimum of 50 million bushels per year in the coming years, 
and only slight mention was made of the expansion at the State-owned bulk 
material handling plant which has increased the annual capacity from 2% to 
41% million tons per year. These three added facilities alone should convince 
this committee of the immediate necessity for the modification of the Mobile 
Ship Channel. 

Perhaps we at Mobile have been too engrossed in expanding our facilities and 
in securing the vast new industries recently located in the area to give proper 
attention in pressing for the improvement of the channel, and therefore, have 
been to some extent dilatory in properly looking after the interest of the port, 
but we sincerely hope that this committee will now see and assist us in obtaining 
approval in the work of modification at the earliest possible time. 

Yours very truly, 
J. P. TURNER, General Manager. 


Mr. Boyrxrn. Our next witness with the permission of the committee 
will be Capt. Harry L. Hargrove, president of the Mobile Bar Pilots 
Association. 

Mr. Anoeii. We will be glad to hear you, Captain Hargrove. 
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STATEMENT OF CAPT. HARRY L. HARGROVE, PRESIDENT, MOBILE 
BAR PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Captain Harerove. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if 
you will allow me I would like to point out an important point on 
the bar. This is the Theodore Channel. There are two Government 
projects. This is the channel in Mobile. We board the ships off 
shore about 10 miles and pilot them up to Mobile. This channel is 
often referred to as a ditch. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege to appear before your committee 
in the interests of deeper water for the Mobile Ship Channel, Ale 
bama’s only seaport. I have been a pilot on Mobile Bay and B 
since June 20, 1906, and have been president of the Mobile Bar Pilots 
Association for 25 years. These pilots are thoroughly trained, hold- 
ing State and Federal licenses, and rendering 24-hour service, and 
capable of handling any type of vessel. They have indeed done a 
fine job piloting ships in this narrow ship channel. I am still an 
active pilot. We board these vessels at sea, pilot and dock them in 
Mobile, and vice versa. 

Mobile Bar, 7 miles off shore, with its shoals, strong cross currents, 
is nasty when heavy weather offshore causes the seas to break. Mobile 
Bay, 30 miles long, 10 miles wide, 10 feet deep, has a channel 32 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide that we were proud of many years ago, when 
then answered the purpose. 

Mobile has grown into a great port with its fine modern concrete 
docks, fruit wharves, largest dry dock and repair plant in the gulf, 
largest bauxite plant in the Nation; a pipeline connected with many 


oil wells; and the steel company’s dock, just completed and ready for 
business. 

These, along with Brookley Field and Theodore Channel, make 
Mobile one of the most important American seaports. If we had 
deeper water the port could take care of an increased volume of ship- 
ping with larger and deeper draft ships. The oil companies desire 
supertankers to enter this port. The steel ne wants ships ca- 


pable of carrying 45,000 tons of iron ore from 
their newly built docks. 

Likewise, the aluminum company wants to bring their bauxite into 
the port with very large carriers. We are now piloting vessels into 
Mobile which draw 31 and sometimes 32 feet. Gentlemen, imagine 
leaving Mobile with a draft of 32 feet in a 32-foot channel and passing 
another vessel of the same draft. In such a situation anything less 
than perfect judgment and the highest degree of skill in ship handling, 
plus a high tide, would result disastrously. 

It is common knowledge that this channel requires a higher degree 
of pilot skill and experience than in many larger American seaports, 
due to the fact that the geographical location of our channel does not 
permit the establishment of “range lights” such as many larger ports 
enjoy. 

Further, you are in the middle of a very large body of water with 
no defining banks to contain you in the channel. A vessel, in my opin- 
ion, should have at least 3 feet of clearance between the bottom of the 
channel and the keel to be handled with any degree of safety. Strong 
north winds blow the water out of Mobile Bay, fresh east or west 
winds cause strong cross currents, making it necessary to hold a ship 


enezuela with ore to 
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up 20 degrees off her course in order to remain in the middle of this 
ditch. Imagine what her course would be when you slow down. 

In my opinion, ships with any greater draft than 28 feet should not 
be handled in this existing channel. We are piloting ships drawing 
up to 32 feet, and when you get a ship to sea with that draft, you have 
really done a good job. Should such a vessel ground, she is ground- 
ing on a high tide and will probably have to remain fast until the 
next high water stage. During this interval the Port of Mobile could 
be completely closed to shipping. A deep draft vessel, regardless of 
speed, cannot make over 10 knots in this channel. When a gale blows 
from southeast to southwest causing the bar to break, the ‘ship must 
stay either outside or inside of the bay, until it moderates, due to the 
rise and fall of the ship, causing expensive delay to the vessel. 

We have many tows in the channel, plenty of fog, smoke and cross 
currents, which often makes it necessary to follow a tow or a ship 
going in the same direction, as the risk is too great of passing, causing 
additional delay to the vessel. 

Gentlemen, as you know, a vessel is called a “she,” but she can’t be 
handled as readily as the fairer sex. What this unmanageable she 
requires is a highly skilled pilot with plenty of guts, nerve, and deep 
water under her keel, and then she can be handled. 

I believe I am qualified to make these remarks, as I have handled 
over 10,000 vessels in the Mobile Channel. 

There is attached hereto data which sets forth the increase in the 
number of deep draft vessels calling at the Port of Mobile between the 
vears 1945 and 1954. 

Gentlemen, please give this request for the proper deep water chan- 
nel from Mobile to the sea your serious consideration. We need deep 
water, larger ships, and want more business and your help. 

Thank you for your consideration and time. 

Mr. Ance.u. Without objection the table attached to Captain Har- 
grove’s statement will be received and inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Totals, by year, Apr. 1 through Mar. 31 


Year 


T 
| Total | Draft over |} , Total Draft over 


vessels 27 feet vessels 27 feet 


1945. 2, 031 2 95 | 2, 478 | 
194° . R40) 95 J | 2, 630 
1947 2, 969 | 56 52 | 586 
1948___ 2, 957 | 2 Q! sha 2 : 2,991 | 
1949__ 2, 742 298 || 19: 13,155 


1 Through Feb. 28 (11 months) 


Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Captain Hargrove. Are there any 
questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anew. If not, we thank you, Captain. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Chairman, will you just permit Mr. Daniel J. 
Houlihan to say a few words? He is representing the Merchant 
Marine Institute? 

Mr. Ancetu. Very well. Mr. Houlihan, the committee is very happy 
to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF DANIEL J. HOULIHAN, REPRESENTING THE 
AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC. 


Mr. Houtrman. Thank you. I have a written statement prepared 
on behalf of the American Merchant Marine Institute which I would 
like to put in the record. 

Mr. Anceti. Without objection it will be placed in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement of the American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., 
is as follows:) 

AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
New York 4, N. Y., March 9, 1954 
Subject: River and harbor authorization bill, 1955, Mobile Harbor, Ala. 


Hon. HoMER 8. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DeAR Str: The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade associa- 
tion composed of 63 United States steamship companies operating approximately 
7,500,000 gross tons of American-flag dry cargo, tank and collier vessels in the 
domestic and foreign trades of the United States. 

Since many of our member companies operate in this waterway, they are 
naturally very much interested in its improvement to insure efficient navizga- 
tion of their vessels. We very much appreciate this opportunity to be heard by 
your Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors as to those river and harbor im- 
provement projects which should be incorporated in the 1955 river and harbor 
authorization bill. 

The existing project for Mobile Harbor, Ala., provides for a 36- by 450-foot 
channel about 1.5 miles long across Mobile Bar; a 32- by 300-foot channel 28.6 
miles long in Mobile Bay to the mouth of Mobile River; a 32-foot channel 4.6 
miles long in Mobile River to the highway bridges, the widths varying from 500 
to 775 feet; an anchorage area 32 feet deep, 200 feet wide, and 2,000 feet long 
at the United States Quarantine Station on Sand Island; a turning basin 32 feet 
deep, 2,500 feet long and 800 to 1,000 feet wide opposite the Alabama State 
docks ; and other channels in Chickawaw Creek and in Garrows Bend. 

A public hearing was held November 1, 1949, at which time the American 
Marchant Marine Institute presented a brief in support of a proposal to im- 
prove Mobile Harbor. On November 19, 1951, the AMMI submitted a supple- 
mental statement appending its original statement submitted at the public 
hearing. In general the improvement requested in order to maintain naviga- 
tion of modern ships to the port of Mobile that provision be made for a 40-foot 
depth in the bay and river channels with widening to 500 feet. 

In justification for this improvement the AMMI stated that the trend in 
shipping in bulk commodities is to larger and deeper-draft vessels which are 
more economical to operate and that savings would be derived from loading 
these newer vessels to full capacity, elimination of waiting for favorable tides 
and reduction in groundings and scraping of bottom. Deeper ship channels at 
Mobile are necessary in order that Mobile might maintain a favorable position 
in competition with other major gulf ports. 

In the December 1953 issue of The Log, page 74, it is stated that United 
States Steel has started importing a high-grade iron ore through Mobile, Ala., 
from a new source of supply in Peru. Peruvian iron ore shipments through 
Alabama have been increasing since the early summer and United States Steel 
expects to handle over 50,000 tons of this ore monthly. Imports of iron ore 
from Venezuela is expected to start about next July and to be handled through 
new facilities being constructed at Mobile by the Tennessee coal and iron 
division of United States Steel. 

The district engineer studies indicate that the estimated annual benefit 
expected to result from the proposed improvement exceeds its estimated annual 
cost on the ratio of 2.77 to 1. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., fully endorses the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers that the existing project for Mobile 
Harbor be modified to provide for enlarging the Mobile Bar Channel to a depth 
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of 42 feet and width of 600 feet, enlarging the Mobile Bay main channel to a 
depth of 40 feet and width of 400 feet, deepening the Mobile Harbor Channel 
from the mouth to the highway bridge and the turning basin opposite the Ala- 
bama State docks to depth of 40 feet for widths essentially as provided for 
under the existing project, and widening the river channel to 800 feet opposite 
Magazine Point to provide a turning basin 40 feet deep and 1,400 feet long with 
additional tapered sections at each end. 
Very truly yours, 
R. BaKEr, Secretary. 

Mr. Houtman. In addition, sir, 1 appreciate the opportunity 
to add a few remarks to that statement. My firm are consulting 
engineers for the American Merchant Marine Institute and have made 
studies of every major harbor in the Atlantic and gulf coasts since 
the war. 

I believe you gentlemen are acquainted with the American Merchant 
Marine Institute. It is a trade association of 63 United States steam- 
ship companies, operating some 7,500,000 gross tons of United States 
flag vessels. 

In connection with the qualifications of my firm to speak on this 
subject, we have made engineering studies of the channel problems 
in Mobile, and on the basis of those submitted a brief to the Corps 
of Engineers in 1949 in the hearings they held there, and again in 
1951 submitted a supplement to that brief. 

We have, further, direct knowledge due to the fact that for 3 years 
we have served as consulting engineers and designing engineers for 
the planning and design of the new iron ore terminal for the Tennessee 
Coal & Iron Co. at Mobile. In connection with the question raised 
earlier here, that terminal is designed to handle 3 million tons an- 
nually, but in our basic planning we were requested that our layout 
be made such that it could be ultimately expanded to a 6 million 
ton capacity. 

Another point raised was that the ore from that terminal moving 
up to Birmingham will move both by barge and rail. 

On behalf of the American Merchant Marine Institute I would 
like to point out that the existing channel project at Mobile results 
in limiting channel] depths of 32 feet from the bar channel to the 
State docks, and a limiting channel width of 300 feet. In general 
the improvements requested by the American Merchant Marine In- 
stitute in the briefs presented to the Corps of Engineers in past years 
are basically that provision be made for a 40-foot depth with a chan- 
nel 500 feet wide in the bay and river. 

In justification for this improvement it was pointed out that 
the trend in shipping in bulk commodities is to larger and deeper 
draft vessels which are more economical to operate, and that savings 
would result from the consequent ability to load these vessels to full 
draft and to prevent the frequent groundings and scrapings of the 
bottom which frequently cause damage to the ships. 

Mobile, as you can judge from previous statement made here, is 
primarily a bulk cargo port handling large volumes of vital raw 
materials including the aluminum ore and iron ore already mentioned ; 
and, in addition to those, manganese, petroleum and petroleum prod- 
ucts and grain. Sound transportation economics demand that this 
type of product should move in a large vessel. 

We have seen since the war vessel sizes grow tremendously. For 
example, at mobile in the past 5 years they have seen an increase 
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of 170 percent in the number of vessels entering the harbor having a 
draft greater than 27 feet. 

Incidentally, in connection with the iron ore terminal development 
of TCI and the expansion of the Alcoa plant, it is anticipated that 
some 150 to 180 additional ore ships will in the near future be entering 
Mobile Harbor each year. These figures are just on ore vessels. 
Modern ore carriers and tankers range in draft from 33 to 36 feet. and 
greater. There are a couple on the ways now. One recently launched 
was 371% feet. 

These vessels require a minimum of 5 feet of clearance under their 
bottom when they operate. That would take care of trim and squat 
as well as the necessary operating clearance. 

In view of these important considerations, and because the district 
engineer's studies reveal that the estimated annual benefit expected to 
result from the proposed improvement exceeds its estimated annual 
cost by a considerable amount and shows a high benefit-cost ratio of 
2.77 to 1, the American Merchant Marine Institute fully endorses the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers that the existing project 
for Mobile Harbor be modified to provide for enlarging the bar chan- 
nel to a depth of 42 feet and a width of 600 feet, enlarging the main 
channel toa depth in the bay of 40 feet and a width of 400 feet, deepen- 
ing the Mobile Harbor Channel from the mouth to the highway bridge 
and the tur ning basin opposite the Alabama State doc ks to depths of 
10 feet. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Anoceti. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, this is Captain Galleher. All he wants 
is one minute and he will be through. But first I want to tell you 
we not only appreciate what you are doing, but I thank the Governor 
of Alaska who I think was mighty fine to us. He gave us his time. 
I understand you may sit this ‘afternoon if we can get through with 
our case now. I hope I can repay him for being so good to us. 

Mr. Anceti, We will be glad to hear you, Captain. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. JOHN K. GALLEHER, OPERATING MANAGER 
OF NATIONAL BULK CARRIERS, INC., OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Gauttener. My name is John K. Galleher. I am operating 
manager of the National Bulk Carriers, Inc.,of New York. We oper- 
ate 40 bulk carriers, tankers and ore boats. Of the 40 bulk carriers, 
28 of them are of the so-called superclass. In fact, we can say many 
of them are “super-super” perhaps. 

We would like to speak very definitely in favor of this 40-foot pro- 
gram. We would like to add we think that channel should have an 
anchorage basin at least 3,000 by 3,000 feet long. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee very briefly to 
some ships in being that cannot use Mobile today. We are not talking 
about new construction and vessels projected, but vessels in being. 

First, we have 5 ships built in 1944 that in order to get into Mobile 
would have to lose 2,900 cargo tons every time. 

We have 4 ships built in 1952 that would have to lose 5,392 tons in 
order to get into Mobile. 
39263—54—-vol. 1-47 
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We have a new vessel which is on her maiden voyage of 45,000 tons, 
deadweight. That would have to lose 7,865 tons to enter the port of 
Mobile. 

This is all lost business. It is lost business and business that can 
be carried there economically at low rates to the benefit of the 
community, 

I would like to speak briefly on the ore-ship program. We have 
three ore carriers and we are under contract to bring ore from 
Venezuela to Mobile among other ports. The vessels are quite large— 
800 feet long and 116 feet beam. They draw 38 feet 6 inches with a 
full load. They carry deadweight cargo of ore, 60,000 tons. They 
displace 83,000 tons. 

The first of these vessels was launched on February 15. She will 
have her trials May 31. She leaves for the Orinoco River June 5 and 
will be arriving in Mobile about the last week in August. With the 
present draft available in Mobile that vessel will have to drop 15,300 
tons in order to get in to the port of Mobile. 

It might be interesting to compare the trend in ore boat construc- 
tion with some of our famous ships just for a moment. 

The Queen Mary, for example, displaces 81,237 tons. Our ore ships 
displace 83,000 tons. 

The United States, the largest ship under the American flag, dis- 
places 53,000 tons against our 83,000 tons. 

Gentlemen, that is all I am going to say exe 7 that I know you all 
know that our history has demonstrated very fully every dime that 
has been spent on waterway improvement in this country has paid a 
handsome dividend. 

I hope you gentlemen will, and I am sure you will, approve this 
Mobile project. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Captain Galleher. Are there 
any questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancext. Are there any other witnesses? 

Mr. Boykin. No others now except that I do have a report from 
the Waterman Steamship Corp. here. Mr. Mittelbronn representing 
the company will present it. And thank you and God bless all of 
you. 


STATEMENT OF R. J. MITTELBRONN, ATTORNEY, REPRESENTING 
THE WATERMAN STEAMSHIP CORP. 


Mr. Mitre.pronn. I am submitting this statement, Mr. Chairman, 
and I will not make a speech. 
Mr. AncELL. Without objection the document will be received and 
made a part of the record. 
(The statement is as follows:) 
WATERMAN STEAMSHIP CORP., 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 1954. 


Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee for Rivers and Harbors, 
House Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. OC. 
DearR Sir: At the outset, in behalf of the Waterman Steamship Corp., I wish 
to thank this committee for this opportunity for Waterman to submit its views 
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with respect to the proposal now under consideration for deepening and widen- 
ing the Mobile Channel. 

It is not Waterman’s intent to submit now, nor do we believe it is the com- 
mittee’s desire at this date to receive, comprehensive statistical or detailed data 
which adequately justifies execution of the present proposal for additional work 
on the Mobile Channel. All such data was appropriately submitted to the United 
States Army engineers when they first held their hearings upon this proposal 
back in November 1949. At that time Waterman, through its representatives, 
took advantage of the opportunity to submit its reasons, justifying the widening 
ind deepening of this channel. Suffice it to say at this time that Waterman 
wholeheartedly supports the proposal as endorsed by the United States engineers 
to deepen the Mobile Channel from 32 to 40 feet and widen it from 300 to 400 
feet; to deepen the channel over the bar from 35 to 42 feet and to widen it from 
100 to 600 feet. 

Waterman Steamship Corp., with its headquarters and home base of opera- 
tions located at Mobile, Ala., owns and operates today 40 deep-sea vessels of the 
(C-2 type in and out of the port of Mobile in the various domestic and offshore 
trades. We have been operating under the existing conditions in the Mobile 
Channel for approximately 20 years, and the change in the type of vessels 
employed today, as well as the increase in traffic through the port of Mobile has 
not only brought about the requirement for greater depth, but also of greater 
width in this channel. To reflect the past and existing conditions of the Mobile 
Channel, during the year 1946, 1947, 1948, ar.d through September 1949, Waterman 
vessels have been involved in 22 casualties in the Mobile ship channel involving 
a cost of some $208,000 which figure does not include the time these vessels lost 
while they were aground or were undergoing the necessary repairs. 

Waterman strongly recommends to this committee that the deepening and 
widening of the Mobile Channel as proposed by the United States Army engineers 
be approved. 

Respectfully yours, 
R. J. MITTELBRONN, 
Its Attorney. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SPARKMAN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Senator SparKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I brought some gentlemen here 
whe came up from Alabama. They are here on two projects. One 
has to do with an appropriation item which just eenee before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, and then they came over here. 
They were hoping to make a statement on the Mobile Harbor project. 

Mr. AnGety. Senator, if you want to file additional statements you 
may do so. 

Senator Sparkman. I probably will not. I just want to say I am 
sure the other witnesses have presented the facts in full, and the story 
has been told as to the importance of this project, looking toward the 
movement of ore from the Venezuelan fields up to Birmingham where 
the TCI has that plant. I want to endorse the statements that have 
been made and appeal very strongly that this project be authorized. 

May I add one more word? I simply want to say Senator Hill was 
on his way over here with me when he had a call to another committee 
meeting. He asked me to say I represented him also in these hearings 
and he “urged the approval of the Mobile Channel project. 

Mr. Ancett. That statement will be included. 

Before proceeding to the next project, I understand that Mr. Brax- 
ton Carr desires to introduce a statement. We will be very happy 

to have your statement, Mr. Carr. , 
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STATEMENT OF BRAXTON B. CARR, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, BIRMING- 
HAM, ALA. 


Mr. Carr. The Warrior-Tombigbee Development Association is a 
nonprofit organization representing a large segment of the industrial, 
business, professional and civic leadership of the whole Warrior- 
‘Tombigbee River Valley and Mobile Bay area. The association fully 
supports the proposal to deepen and widen the Mobile ship channel 
and to dredge a larger, deeper turning basin. 

Our study of the} plan and our own 1 study of the need for the deeper 
channel has convinced our association that the proposed project repre- 
sents an economically sound investment of public works funds, an 
investment which will ultimately pay high dividends in the economic 
growth and progress of not only the immediate region served by the 
port, but in the economic growth and progress of the Nation as a 
whole. 

Mobile has been recognized for well over a century as a port of 
strategic importance. The growth of industry and commerce which 
has taken place and which is continuing in the southeastern region 
of the United States has enhanced the value of the port of Mobile to 
the economy of the whole Nation. 

The port of Mobile serves an expanding empire of great industria] 
plants as a point of entry for bulk raw materials which they, like all 
other plants in the country, must import in ever-increasing quantities. 
Full productivity of these plants in the Southeast is needed to meet 
constantly growing demands. ‘The port of Mobile serves a region rich 
in raw materials, many of which are moved to other parts of the 
Nation and exported into world trade. Mobile has incomparable 
gulf coast ship-repair facilities which in peacetime and wartime have 
served the nation well. Mobile has the only Air Force installation 
located on deep water on the gulf coast. 

With the whole tendency of oceangoing shipping moving swiftly to 
greater cargo carriers, ships which can carry from 30,000 to 40,000 
tons, Mobile's ship channel is no longer adequate to serve the in- 
terests of the Nation which are dependent upon it. It has not kept 
pace with other gulf ports in channel improvement. 

The port of Mobile has demonstrated a tremendous attraction for 
commerce, both entering and leaving. Great capital investments 
have been made at Mobile in bulk material handling facilities which 
in a very short time will suffer handicaps in added costs unless they 
have a access to a deeper, wider channel in the bay. The handicap 
will not only operate to the detriment of the plants themselves, but 
ultimately to the detriment of consumers of the products of these 
plants. 

In the last 6 years, 5 great chemical plants have been established ‘on 
the banks of the Warrior- -Tombigbee-Mobile Waterway just above 
Mobile. This growth of industry will attract additional growth 
along with the truly phenomenal industrial growth which has taken 
place already in Mobile proper. To accommodate the necessity for 
supplementing raw material needs and for putting into trade the prod- 
ucts of these plants, the Mobile Ship Channel will have to keep pace 
with the demands for handling deeper draft shipping. 
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The need is represented not only in plants and in capital invest- 
ments, but the need for an improved ship channel is represented in 
jobs for workers, jobs which will be protected and created. The need 
is also represented in consumer values. 

The southeastern region served by the port of Mobile has great 
natural resource reserves second to none in the nation; it has a people 
who have demonstrated their willingness and ability to produce, and 
it has room to grow. 

The Warrior Tombigbee Development Association respectfully 
urges this committee to approve the plan submitted by the United 
States Corps of Engineers to improve the Mobile Ship Channel. 

Mr. Ancenn. Thank you, Mr. Carr. 

We will proceed to the next project. 


Corprer River AND GuLF Coast, ALASKA 


Mr. Ancett. The next project is Copper River and Gulf Coast, 
Alaska, House Document No. 182, 83d Congress. 

I understand we have with us the Honorable B. Frank Heintzleman, 
Governor of Alaska. We will be glad to hear from you now, Gov- 
ernor Heintzleman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. FRANK HEINTZLEMAN, GOVERNOR OF 
ALASKA 


Governor HeintzLeMan. May I make my statement first ? 

Mr. Anee.i. Governor we will be glad to hear you and are very 
happy to have you with us. 

Governor HreinrzteMan. I am appearing in connection with two 
small-boat harbor projects in Seward and Valdez, Alaska, which are 
contained in the report. These projects are contained in the report on 
the Copper River and Gulf Coast, Alaska, 

A very large portion of the economic development of Alaska, as 
many of you men know, is located on our very extensive coastline and 
on the hundreds of miles of navigable river systems that we have in the 
Territory. The waterways there serve the same purpose and are 
fully as important to us in connection with economic development as 
your railroads are. It serves the same importance and purpose as the 
railroads and highways in other parts of the United States. 

These two small-boat harbor projects have been examined by the 
Corps of Engineers as to their feasibility and justification, and both 
of them have been recommended. I would like to concur in the recom- 
mendations that have been made by the Corps of Engineers in these 
two cases, 

First I would like to speak about Seward. The small-boat harbor at 
Seward is in connection with a town of about.2,100 population. This 
town is the principal water terminal of the Alaska Railroad, which 
serves all of the interior of Alaska. Its economy is largely based 
on the transfer of passengers and cargo between ship and rail and 
between ship and highway. It also has a considerable fishing indus- 
try based upon the sea fisheries in that section of the country. 

This small-boat harbor now consists of a dredged basin. There are 
twoshort breakwaters. The engineers recommended and the people of 
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Seward are very anxious to obtain an increase in the height of these 
two short breakwaters, and the addition of another breakwater par- 
tially across the face of this small-boat harbor, in order to provide bet- 
ter protection against storms and against floating ice from the mouth 
of the nearby river. 

At the present time this small-boat harbor has about 40 vessels 
which make this their home port. The local people estimate we shall 
double that number of small boats largely engaged in the fishing 
industry. 

It is better protection that we are after and that will be afforded by 
these proposed improvements. 

Just about the same situation exists at Valdez, Alaska. This is : 
small town of 600 population. It is a gateway to interior Alaska by 
way of the Richardson Highway, 371 miles running into Fairbanks. 
Most of its people are engaged in trucking or in a transfer of goods 
between shipping points. But it also has a considerable fishing in- 
dustry for its size, and a cannery and a cold-storage plant for its ‘fish. 

Valdez has about 45 boats that are out there intermittently. It has 
a small-boat harbor which has been dredged to a depth of about 12 
feet, but it lacks breakwaters. This project which the engineers pro- 
pose and which we all favor, is to establish two breakwaters in order 
to provide better protection against the storms in that area. We esti- 
mate that 40 to 45 boats which now make that port their base would 
be increased to 100, many of which would make it a permanent port 
if we had better facilities. 

These are relatively small projects. I think the Seward project is 
estimated presently at a cost of $82,000 and the Valdez project at a 
cost of $117,000. 

I strongy urge that these two small river and harbor projects be 
approved by this committee. I consider them very essential to the 
economic st: ability and growth of the Territory. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Anoetx. Thank you very much, Governor Heintzleman, for 
your report. 

Are there any questions from the members of the committee of the 
Governor ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Governor, are the boats using these havens commercial 
or pleasure craft? 

Governor HretnrzteMan. They are commercial craft, largely en- 
gaged in the sea fishing industry, that is, salmon and halibut. 

Mr. Mack. Is the fishing industry one of the great industries of 
Alaska? 

Governor HetntzteMan. It is by far the greatest industry in Alasks 
at the present time. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Governor. 

Mr. Aneetx. Thank you, Governor. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the fish tonnage taken at the port of Seward ? 

Governor HerntztemMan. I cannot tell you. I do not have any idea. 

Mr. Ancetx. General Itschner can answer that question. He is 
next. 

Thank you, Governor. 

Delegate Bartlett called me this morning and said other commit- 
ments made it impossible for him tto be with us, but he gave me a state- 
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ment which he asked be submitted, and without objection that state- 
ment will be received and incorporated in the record at this point. 
(The statement of Delegate Bartlett is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF E. L. BARTLETT, DELEGATE IN CoNGRESS FROM ALASKA ON COPPER 
RIVER AND GULF COAST 


It is my desire to urge approval of the two projects for Alaska recommended 
n the “Copper River and Gulf Coast, Alaska,” House Document No. 182, 83d 
Congress, Ist session, 

That report recommends improved protection for existing small boat harbors 
it Valdez and Seward, the recommendation at Valdez to provide for construction 
if a rock and gravel breakwater and a pile breakwater at an estimated cost of 
$97,000 for construction and $1,400 annually for maintenance, and the proposed 
project at Seward to provide for raising the south breakwater and construction 
of a pile breakwater at an estimated cost of $68,200 for construction and $1,075 
for annual maintenance. 

It seems to me that the costs involved are small, indeed, compared with the 
benefits which would accrue in improving the existing small boat basins at these 
two Alaska ports 

Seward, which lies at the head of Resurrection Bay, is connected with the inte- 
rior of Alaska by road and by the Alaska Railroad. Valdez is the port for the 
Richardson Highway, one of the main highways of Alaska leading to Fairbanks. 

As the Chief of Engineers’ report points out, “Small boats are essential to the 
fishing economy and suffer considerable storm damage and ice damage during the 
winter unless removed to safe anchorages or placed on grids on the beaches.” 

Rivers and harbors projects mean much to Alaska. The economic life of the 
coastal towns in the Territory is founded primarily upon fishing, and fishing can 
prosper only as harbor conditions are provided. The berthing of small boats at 
both Seward and Valdez is important not only to those towns but vital to the 
ndustry of which the small boats are a part. 

I urge without reservation that the projects for these two Alaska communities 
be approved, 

Mr. Ancevyi, General Itschner, the committee will be very glad to 
hear your report on this project in Alaska at this time. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, it is a great honor for me to 
follow the Governor of Alaska and my friend of 25 yen He knows 
so much more about this project and about Alaska than I do. In fact, 
[ do not think anybody in Alaska knows more about the country than 
Governor B. Frank Heintzleman. 

Mr. Anceti. May I interrupt at the beginning? The Governor 
mentioned two projects. However, we have listed on the agenda only 
one, which is the Copper River. What is the other project to which 
the Governor referred ? 

General Irscuner. The EP River project is the overall project, 
and these two small-boat harbors are a portion of the overall study. 

Mr. Ancrein. And they are what is designated here as the Copper 
River project in House Document 182' 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceti. You may proceed. 

General IrscuNer. This report is on Copper River and Gulf os 
Alaska. It is an. interim report submitted under the authority for 
preliminary investigation and survey of harbors and rivers in reg 
authorized by the Flood Control Act approved on June 30, 1948. 
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It is also in final response to preliminary examinations and surveys 
of Valdez Harbor, Alaska, and Cordova Harbor, Alaska, authorized 
by the River and Harbor Act approved on March 2, 1945; and review 
of reports on Cordova Harbor, Alaska, requested by the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted on 
February 28, 1941. 

The report is published as House Document No. 182 of the 83d Con- 
gress, first session. 

This is an overall report on the Copper River Basin. The Copper 
River Basin extends generally from the 141st parallel which is the 
boundary between Canada and Alaska, as far as the tip of Kenai 
Peninsula. Other reports cover the remainder of Alaska. 

The report divides itself into several parts, and I shall take up first 
with your permission the Port of Seward. 

Seward is a terminus of the Alaska Railroad, located on an arm of 
the Pacific Ocean on Kenai Peninsula. It has one of the finest harbors 
in the world at Resurrection Bay. The project we are considering 
today relates only to a small-boat harbor in the larger harbor, which 
is already well adapted to commercial vessels of very deep draft. 

The tonnage in 1951, the last year we have records on, was about 
572,000 tons. The railroad is run and owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment and goes 470 miles through the town of Anchorage to Fairbanks. 
It carries a very large tonnage and probably almost all of that 572,000 
tons is carried on this railroad. There is also a highway to other 
parts of Alaska and the United States from the town of Seward. 

There exists at the present time in the small-boat harbor an area 
of about 434 acres protected by a north breakwater and a south break- 
water. The depth is minus 1214 feet for the portion of this basin 
that is actually in use. It will accommodate 50 boats and could, 
with additional floats, accommodate as many as 138 without any 
further modification of the harbor itself. 

However, it is found that storms break over the south breakwater 
and come through the very wide entrance in such a manner as to cause 
a great deal of damage to the fishing boats that are moored inside. 

The local inhabitants believe if this condition were remedied that 
a larger number of vessels would establish themselves in Seward. 

The existing project was authorized in 1930 and 1935 and completed 
in 1937 at a cost of $154,000. It is desired by the local inhabitants 
and proposed by the Corps of Engineers to remedy this bad condition 
of waves washing into the harbor by extending the south breakwater 
and the north breakwater by constructing a pile dike leaving a narrow 
gap through which access to the boat basin may be obtained. 

It is also proposed to raise the south breakwater so that winds and 
waves will not wash over that breakwater, by constructing a concrete 
wall on top of the rock rubble mound that now exists. 

This work would cost at present prices $82,400 to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and $33,900 td local interests for constructing additional 
moorage facilities inside, for a total cost of $116,300. 

The maintenance cost on the present harbor—and that includes the 
deep-water portion as well as the small-boat basin—is $4,000 per year. 

This project would involve an additional maintenance of $1,280 
per year. 
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q The benefit-cost ratio is 4.82 to 1. 
Local cooperation would consist of the usual requirements of hold- 
ing and saving the Federal Government free from damages; providing 
and maintaining suitable mooring facilities open to all on equal terms. 

I would like to go from this harbor of Seward to the next one, which 
is Valdez. Before | leave that, though, I would like to state that the 
fish tonnage during the year 1951 at Seward, in response to the ques- 
tion asked, was 1,722 tons. 

Mr. Mack. Is the fish packed at Seward? 

General Irscuner. Fish alone at Seward. 

Mr. Mack. I mean, is it canned there ? 

General Irscuner. It is either canned there or it went through 
there. Yes,sir. Iam sure it is either canner, or frozen, or processed 
in some manner. 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

General Irscuner. The harbor of Valdez is located some distance 
from Seward in what is called Prince William Sound. Valdez does 
not have a railroad connection, but does have a highway connection 
to the interior of Alaska and to the United States. In fact, the original 
route of the gold miners who were going up into the Fairbanks area 
went through Valdez. The distance to Fairbanks is 366 miles by road, 
and there is a considerable cargo that goes through there all the time 
now by highway, including some vans that are shipped up to Alaska 
with a cargo inside them and merely transferred to the shore and a 
prime mover attached and then taken up to the interior. 

The tonnage through Valdez in 1951 was about 126,000 tons. The 
existing project consists of a deep-water dock which we are not con- 
cerned with in this particular report, and a small-boat basin. The 
small-boat basin as it presently exists is protected to a certain extent 
by a dock located to the south of it and another dock to the north, and 
an extension on these docks, or at least of the north dock on the north 
side. 

The existing project was authorized in 1938 and it has been con- 
structed at a cost to the Federal Government of about $52,000. It en- 
closes a boat basin of 3 acres. You will notice while it appears that 
there is considerable land on the landward side of this boat basin, be- 
fore you come to the town of Valdez the contours show that most of 
that area is a tidal flat. The tides at Valdez are very high. They are 
{8 to 20 feet high on the extreme tide. 

The local inhabitants have found that considerable damage is done 
to their vessels because of the wide mouth to the boat basin, and because 
of the waves that wash over the land to the south of the basin during 
very high tide. So it is proposed by the Corps of Engineers to close 
the mouth of the small-boat basin by constructing a pile dike break- 
water. It is also proposed to construct a fill on the existing tideland 
leading to the cannery dock on the south. That will constitute a break- 
water protective basin from the south. 

It is not proposed to deepen the elevation, which is at an elevation 
now of 12 feet deep. Nor isit proposed to widen it. 

It will now accommodate 28 boats, because that is the number of 
berths provided for the boats, but it is large enough to accommodate 


732 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


100 boats, and it is thought that there will be a considerable increase 
in the number of boats which will come into Valdez, and even winter 
there if the boat facilities are improved, so that the vessels are not 
damaged by the storms coming in from the southeast. 

The cost of this project to the Federal Government would be 
$117,800. To the local interests it would be $19,000, making a total 
cost of $136,800. It presently costs $7,000 annually to maintain the 
project, and it is proposed to increase that by $1,670, if this project is 
authorized and constructed. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, General. 

Are there any questions from members of the committee of General 
Itschner ? 

Mr. Scupper. General, what is the population of Valdez? 

General Irscuner. Five hundred and sixty, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Do the boats dock there all year round ? 

General Irscuner. Are there boats there all the year round? Yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Scupper. I mean, their domicile would be Valdez Harbor? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That number does. There are many 
more that come up there for the salmon season and fish. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the length of the salmon season? How long 
do they fish there ? 

General Irscuner. The salmon season would probably start about 
July. 

Governor Hetntzteman. It lasts 6 or 7 months, but the canning 
season for canning salmon is only about 6 weeks. 

General IrscuNneER. Six or seven months, the Governor says. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you. 

General Irscuner. I might add a word or two. One other project 
was considered at Cordova which is located to the east of Valdez, for 
a small-boat harbor there, but it was found to be not economically 
justified. 

Also, this is an overall report and a considerable amount of study 
was given to the possibility of installing hydroelectric plants and to 
making other improvements in the area. It was found that there is 
a prime capacity for hydroelectric power in this area of 1,470,000 
kilowatts, the largest project being at Wood Canyon on the Copper 
River itself, 85 miles from the mouth of the Copper River, with a 
very excellent site which would produce in prime power 1,080,000 
kwilowatts. 3.1 mills, based on 1949 prices. 

All of these projects are obviously for the future. 

Mr. Anceit. How does that cost compare with the costs in the 
Columbia River Basin? 

General IrscHner. It is about intermediate. Some of them are 
less. The newer projects as they go in will be more. 

Mr. AnceLt. Is there a demand for that quantity of hydroelectric 
power in that area? 

General Itscuner. There is no demand for the power we studied, 
so therefore it is not recomended, but the sites are laid out and at some 
time in the future they might be justified. 

Mr. Anoeti. Thank you, General. 

I believe that concludes the testimony on the Alaska project. 
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Honotutvu HARBOR 


Mr. ANcELL. The next project listed is Honolulu Harbor, House 
Document 717 of the 81st Congress. We have with us our very dis- 
tinguished Delegate and friend from the Hawaiian Islands, Joseph 
R. Farrington. I understand he has another appointment and would 
like to be heard at this time. If there is no objection we will be glad 
to hear you at this time, Mr. Farrington. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, DELEGATE FROM 
HAWAII 


Mr. Farrineron. Mr. Chairman, let me say at the outset that I 
strongly urge the inclusion in the rivers and harbors bill of authority 
for the construction of a second entrance to Honolulu Harbor, as 
recommended by the United States engineers. I know that at least 
theree members of the committee, including the chairman, Mr. Mack, 
and Mr. Seudder have visited Honolulu on several occasions and are 
n a general way, familiar with the need of this project. 

Mr. ANnceLtL. May I say to the Delegate in company with other 
members of the committee I had the opportunity to visit all of the 
inhabited islands, and this one particularly, and we were very much 
impressed with the feasibility and desirability of these projects. 

Mr. Farrineron. Honolulu is a city of about 270,000 people and 
the principal port of the Territory of Hawaii and the center of the 
tourist industry, all of which make it important that we proceed now 
with the construction of this second entrance to Honolulu Harbor. 
There is an additional reason for it that has developed recently. 
That is pointed out by the territorial superintendent of public works. 
The regulations relating to the importation of dynamite to Hawaii 
are very, very difficult to meet with present facilities. Construction 
of this second entrance would go a long way toward solving this 
problem. 

I would like to submit the letter of the superintendent of public 
works, Mr. Ben E. Nutter, in support of the construction of this 
second entrance. 

Mr. Ancett. Without objection the letter will be received and 
placed in the record at this point. 

Mr. Farrinetron. Also, I would like to submit a resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection the letter will be received and 
placed in the record at this point also. 

(The letter from Mr. Nutter, and the resolution are as follows:) 


TerRIToRY of Hawatt, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WorkKs, 
Honolulu, February 18, 1954. 
Hon. Josepu R. FARRINGTON, 
Delegate from Hawaii, 
Old ‘House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Farrtneton: I have your letter to Governor King concerning the 
hearings on legislation to authorize the construction of a second entrance to 
Honolulu Harbor, as recommended by the Board of Engineers of the United 
States Army. This project has been of considerable interest to me inasmuch as 
I shared quite heavily in the study and report of the district engineer. Although 
this project is not as high in our need as is Kawaihae Harbor, it has considerable 
merit and is a very necessary improvement. 
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There has been additional emphasis placed on the need for this project by 
the discussion concerning dynamite unloading in Honolulu Harbor. The normal 
consumption of dynamite in the Territory of Hawaii ranges between 800 and 
1,000 tons per year. Presently, dynamite is unloaded at the Dillingham pier 33 
terminal, which is closer to the industrial district of Honolulu than is desired. 
As an interim measure, the harbor board is attempting to obtain the use of 
serth 9 of the marginal wharf on Sand Island. Berth 9 is the bwa-end marginal 
wharf berth and would be some distance further from Honolulu’s industrial 
district 

However, the ultimate development and the only adequately safe location will 
be a proposed dynamite wharf alongside this second entrance channel in the 
general vicinity of the marking on the map “Station 58+50” but just outside of 
the channel itself. The specific construction of that berth and its attendant 
dredging is being covered by a report which is in the area engineer office at 
Fort Armstrong at the present time. A rear entrance channel, however, is a 
necessary element for a proper use of the dynamite anchorage. This is not the 
sole need, but it adds one additional argument for the construction of the 
second entrance channel. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ben E. NuTTer, 
Superintendent of Public Works. 





TERRITORY OF HAWAII, SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 82 
J. R. 20—Joint Resolution Relating to Harbor Improvements, Honolulu Harbor 


Whereas a second entrance to Honolulu Harbor is of vital importance to ship- 
ping entering the port of Honolulu; and 

Whereas the United States Corps of Engineers has approved provision for a 
second entrance to Honolulu Harbor at the Kapalama end of said harbor; and 

Whereas work on the project can commence without delay following approval 
of the work and appropriation of the necessary funds by the Congress: Now, 
therefore 

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii: 

Section 1. The Congress of the United States is respectfully requested to ap- 
prove the project and urged to include in the current river and harbor develop- 
ment appropriation bill an item for providing a second entrance to Honolulu 
Harbor 

Seo. 2. Duly certified copies of this joint resolution shall be forwarded to 
the President of the Senate of the Congress of the United States, to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives of the United States, and to the Delegate to 
Congress from Hawaii. 

Sec, 3. This joint resolution shall take effect upon its approval. 

Approved this Ist day of May A. D. 1953. 

SAMUEL WILperR KING, 
Governor of the Territory of Hawaii. 


Mr. Farrineron. The resolution, of course, also urges the construc- 
tion of the harbor, or the second entrance to the harbor. 

In order to save the time of the committee, I will ask that the state- 
ment that sets forth my point of view be incorporated at this point 
in the record. 

Mr. AnGeiL. Without objection your statement will be received. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Farrington is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. R. FARRINGTON BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND 
HARBORS OF THE House COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorkKS 


Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the inclusion in the rivers and harbors bill of 
the construction of a second entrance to Honolulu Harbor. 

This project was approved and referred to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Army on October 5, 1950, in House Document No. 717 of the 8lst Congress. 

Honolulu Harbor provides the port facilities for the Island of Oahu and for 
the major portion of shipping in the Territory. The existing entrance is congested 
and it has been desired for many years to provide a second entrance to the harbor 
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in order to take care of the amount of shipping which goes in and out of this 
harbor daily. It is recommended that a second entrance 35 feet deep and 400 feet 
wide for 5,850 feet, and then 1,000 feet wide for 4,150 feet wide be installed. 
The project also calls for the construction of a pontoon or some type of draw- 
bridge. As originally recommended by the Board of Engineers it would cost 
$2,380,000 for construction and $5,000 annually for maintenance. 

The Territory is to provide all lands and easements necessary and soil disposal 
areas for construction and maintenance of the project. The Territory will take 
title to the proposed drawbridge after construction and maintain and operate it. 

I understand that the present cost of construction is estimated to be $3,022,000, 
but the maintenance of $5,000 annually remains the same. 

I wish to submit for the record a copy of Joint Resolution 20, adopted by the 
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii and approved by Gov. Samuel W. King 
on May 1, 1953, requesting that this project be approved. I also wish to submit 
a letter from the superintendent of public works, Ben E. Nutter, pointing out the 
importance of this project. Mr. Nutter states that this second entrance is very 
important because of the dynamite-unloading in Honolulu Harbor. If this new 
entrance is provided it is proposed to construct a dynamite wharf which will 
place the unloading of dynamite farther away from the industrial district of 
Honolulu. This is a Territorial project, but is dependent on the construction 
of the second entrance to Honolulu Harbor recommended by the Board of 
Engineers. 

Mr. Farrineron. We strongly support the position taken by the 
Corps of Engineers. We believe the time has come to proceed with 
this project. This is one of the projects delayed by the Korean war, 
and the Korean war, as nothing else, demonstrated the vital impor- 
tance of developing the harbor facilities of Honolulu. 

Mr. Ancett. Delegate Farrington, we are happy to have had you 
with us. Thank you for your statement. Now we will hear from 
General Itschner on this project. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we have the Honolulu Harbor 
project which is a report on a review of reports on Honolulu Harbor, 
Hawaii, requested by a resolution of the Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, adopted on April 22, 1947. 

The report is published as House Document No. 71 
2d session. 

The population of Honolulu is 269,000. The population of Oahu, 
which is the island on which it is located, is 360,000. The industries 
in that area are largely those related to crops raised on the land, and 
sugar and molasses and coffee and pineapple, and seafood from the 
ocean. 

The Harbor of Honolulu had a commerce of 3,105,000 tons in 1952, 
of which petroleum was 1,005,000 and fruits 650,000 tons. 

There are located in the harbor over 40 piers and a large concrete 
wharf 470 feet long, and a timber wharf, 2,600 feet long. A great 
many of these facilities are owned by the Federal Government and 
a good many more by the Territory. The figures are 7 piers, the con- 
crete wharf and timber wharf are owned by the Federal Government 
and 13 piers are owned by the Territory. 

Because of the rather restricted entrance to Honolulu Harbor, which 
is 40 feet deep but only 500 feet wide and about 4,000 feet long, it is 
desired by local interests to provide another entrance and exit to this 
harbor. 

During World War II an effort was initiated to construct such 
an entrance, but it was abandoned, and as the war went on it was felt 
it was not needed at that time. It is proposed to construct a channel 
generally 400 feet wide into the north end of Honolulu Harbor, to 


7, 8lst Congress, 


RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


the north of Sand Island, which is Government owned. At the present 
time there is a causeway from Sand Island to the mainland, and 
it is proposed to replace that causeway with a bridge. It will either 
be a drawbridge or more likely a swing bridge, and it is proposed 
to turn over that bridge to the Territory for operation after com- 
pletion. 

Mr. Ancetit. What would be the length of that bridge, General? 

General Irscuner. The entire distance is 400 feet. The span would 
have to be great enough to clear at least 200 feet. The cost of that 
project is estimated to be $1,230,000 for dredging and $1,792,000 for 
the construction of the bridge, or a total Federal cost, less navigation 
aids, or $3,022,000 at current prices. Navigation aids are estimated 
to cost $44,500 for a total Federal cost of $3,066,500. 

There will be no local costs, and no local contribution. The mainte- 
nance of the harbor at the present time is $35,000. This project 
would add $6,200 to the maintenance annually. The benefit-cost ratio 
would be 1.4 to 1. 

Mr. Ancetit. What was the annual maintenance, General ? 

General Irscuner. The annual maintenance now is $35,000. It is 
estimated that this will add $6,200 to that. 

This project has been concurred in by the Territory of Hawaii and 
by the various Federal agencies concerned, and the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any questions of General Itschner in regard 
to this project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ance.u. If not, we thank you, General. I believe that con- 


cludes the testimony on this project. If so, the committee will stand 


adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 17, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND HArgors, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ance.t. The committee will come to order. 

We have for consideration this morning a project known as Erie 
Harbor, Pa. Our colleague, Represent: itive Kearns, of Pennsylvania, 
is very much interested in this project and I want to say that those of 
us on the committee have a very high regard for our colleague, Con- 
gressman Kearns. He has been w ith us a long time and he cert: uinly 
is always on the job looking out for the interests of his district. I am 
sure that the committee is very happy to have him with us this 
morning. 

I note we have a large delegation here interested in this project 
and we hope there will be time to hear all of those who desire to be 
heard. I note also we have for hearing the Presque Isle Peninsula 
project at Erie, Pa., which is a beach erosion project, and the first 
one that we will take up this session. So that we will give that 
special consideration by reason of that fact. 

First, however, we will hear the Erie Harbor project. 


Err Harpor, Pa. 


Mr. AnceE.L. If it is agreeable to you, Congressman Kearns, we will 
have the report of the Corps of Army Engineers on the project first. 
If that is agreeable, Colonel Allen, we will be very happy to hear you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for the review of 
reports on Erie Harbor, Pa., is contained in a resolution of the House 
Committee on Public Works dated March 15, 1949. 

Erie Harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Erie up in the 
northeast corner about 78 miles west of Buffalo Harbor, N. Y. It has 
some 220 industries that are centered in or around the town of Erie. 
It is an important industrial center with the manufacture of iron and 
steel products being most important. 
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During the last 2 years of record there have been approximately 7 
million tons of commerce that have used the project at Erie Harbor. 

The present project at Erie consists of an entrance channel through 
the harbor 25 feet deep, and a channel 25 feet deep up into the ore 
dock. There is another basin and channel authorized to a 23-foot 
depth which has never been completed. 

Mr. Becker. Pardon me, Colonel. Could you just detail and point 
out those two channels running east and west ¢ 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. This channel is the entrance channel 25 
feet deep, varying from 300 to 500 feet in width. There is another 
channel in here indicated in dark 25 feet deep and 600 feet wide up 
to the ore dock indicated in gray to the north of the green. 

A 23-foot deep project has been authorized but has not been 
completed. 

Local interests are desirous of increasing the width of this channel 
into the ore dock from its present 600-foot width to 1,200 feet wide, 
and a depth of 25 feet. A great number of the ore carriers are in 
excess of 500 feet in length, and in order to have access to the ore docks 
and to be able to anchor in all conditions of weather and wind so that 
they will not swing into the bank, it is desirable to have a full radius 
of a turning circle for a ship being in excess of 500 feet in length. 
So they are desirous of increasing the width of this channel to the ore 
dock from its present 600 feet to 1,200 feet, with the 25-foot depth. 

Mr. Becker. That is the only thing there is to this project ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is all that local interests have re- 
quested and which has been recommended. 

The cost of the plan based on October 1953 prices is $174,000, with 
annual charges of $6,100, and annual benefits of $11,100. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.82 to 1. 

The report has been referred to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
and concurrence was received from Pennsylvania. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress. 

The degree of local cooperation is the usual hold-and-save clause 
with respect to claims and damages due to work and maintenance. 

The Board of Engineers and Chief of Engineers recommend adop- 
tion of this project. 

Mr. Mack. Have you completed your statement, Colonel Allen? 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. You said the chief industry of the area is iron and steel. 
Does this port receive its ore from Duluth ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The ore is received from Duluth. The people from 
Erie can confirm that. 

Mr. Mack. Of what draft are the barges that use this waterway ! 

Colonel ALLEN. They are not barges, but are the usual lake ore 
steamer. 

Mr. Mack. How much water do they draw? 

Colonel Aten. Our information is that the largest ore carriers 
draw 27 feet, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Is this channel deep enough to carry them fully loaded? 

Colonel ALLEN. No,sir. They will still have to go in partially light. 

Mr. Mack. What is the situation at Duluth? Is that a shallow 
channel where the boats cannot leave Duluth fully loaded ? 
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Colonel Auten. Controlling depth in the Duluth channels is 25 feet. 
Mr. Mack. Do the engineers consider a 25-foot depth here 
} 2 adequate ¢ 
Colonel Auten. For the commerce and what the local interests have 
requested. All they have asked for is an extension of the existing 
25-foot project. 

Mr. Mack. What is the size of Erie and vicinity / 

Colonel ALLEN. Erie has a population of 130,000, 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Anoeit. Are there any other questions of Colonel Allen ? 

Mr. Becker. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. You said the cost would be $174,000 for the widening 
of that channel from 600 feet to 1,200 feet ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. I see in this report here of the Secretary of the Army 
that it mentions, unless I do not have it entirely correct, a cost to the 
United States of $154,000 for construction, with no increase in the 
annual cost of maintenance. 

Colonel ALLEN. That was as of the date of the report. The $174,000 
is as of October 1953. 

Mr. Becker. That is present costs? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnGetu. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avucuincioss, This project has only to do with the deepening 
of thischannel. Is that correct? 

Colonel ALLEN. And widening. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. It has nothing to do with the erosion problem 
which is also present in this area ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Aucurnc oss. Could you tell us if there is a study being made 
of that erosion problem? Because I was up there 4 or 5 years ago 
and I believe that there was one there. 

Mr. Angew. Is that the next project listed which is to be heard ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. AnGe.u. That is listed and is to be taken up next. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Excuse me. I did not realize that. 

Mr. Mack. Will this project be of increased benefit if the St. 
Lawrence project should be built ? 

Colonel Atien. There is no direct tie to the St. Lawrence Water- 
way. No benefits were taken, let me say, with respect to the additional 
commerce from the St. Lawrence Waterway. The only benefits that 
were taken were derived from savings due to reduction of maneuver 
time and an adequate mooring area. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any further questions of Colonel Allen? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. If not, we will call on our colleague Carroll Kearns, of 
Pennsylvania, who is very much interested in this project. 

We will hear from Mr. Kearns any statement he desires to make 
and hear any witnesses he desires to introduce 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CARROLL D. KEARNS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Kearns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee. 

I want to say at the outset, I am grateful for the courtesy of the 
committee in hearing this project, ‘which is of great need up in 
northwestern Pennsylvania. We have had the statement here of the 
colonel, in which he clearly defined the dredging problem, and we 
also have with us the chairman of the park and harbor commission, 
who will also add some information which will give you a better 
insight into our dredging problem. 

I know you gentlemen who are familiar with the lakes realize 
now that the small ore boats have almost been eliminated. They have 
larger boats there which leave the port of Erie wd go to Duluth 
with coal and return with ore and do it in a rou id trip of 5 days’ 
duration. It took 3 weeks with the smaller boats. That is one reason 
why it is so important that we have this dredging job done, because 
the larger boats can do it much more rapidly, and this will enable the 
larger boats to use the port of Erie. 

Also, a year ago in the strike up there concerning the ore boats, 
Erie being one of the most natural harbors on the Great Lakes, we 
moored all of the boats in the harbor. There were some 38 of them, 
I think. It was certainly a great protection to the property of those 
shipping companies during that trouble they had. 

As I understand it, you are now hearing this project first and then 
the erosion project afterward ¢ 

Mr. Mack. That is correct. 

Mr. Krarns. Along with this project I would like to introduce at 
this time Mr. Robert Parker, chairman of the Park and Harbor Com- 
mission of Erie. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Parker, we will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT PARKER, PARKER WHITE METAL CO., 
CHAIRMAN OF THE PARK AND HARBOR COMMISSION, ERIE, PA. 


Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in. re- 
gard to the dredging of the harbor at Erie, I think one point. that 
hould be brought out is the fact that the Erie Harbor is not just 
supplying the Erie area. The shipments of iron ore going in at Erie 
from the Duluth area are covering not only down into Pennsylvania 
into the Bethlehem area, but they are shipped out of Erie ail down 
through the Ohio Valley and down into Pittsburgh. In return the 
coal from the Pittsburgh area and the other areas of Pennsylvania 
and West Virginia are “shipped out of Erie, some of the coal going 
even to Canada. 

Our main problem in the harbor actually is this turning basin. 
There are many steamboats now going into Ashtabula because of our 
turning situation in the basin itself. Under adverse weather condi- 
tions these boats cannot maneuver safely in the basin area that we 
have for turning at the present time, particularly because these boats 
ure being built so large after the war. The smaller ore boats are 
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pretty much extinct now. We are running boats now that are ap- 
proaching 800 feet in length, and 900 feet in length. 

The unloading and loading of these ore vessels is done in about 4 
or 5hours. You can see very definitely what takes place when a boat 
has to lay there for 8 or 10 or maybe 24 hours in the turning basin 
before it can be handled. 

I think that is the main point that should be considered in the 
dredging of thischannelarea. Thank you. 

Mr. Ance.i. Are there any questions from the witness ? 

Mr. Neat. What is the percentage of locally used ore compared 
with that which is transshipped? The largest part of the ore com- 
ing into Erie is transshipped, is it not ? 

Mr. Parker. The greatest part is transshipped out of Erie. It is 
about 2 million tons of coal and about 5 million tons of ore. 

Mr. Scupper. What percentage of the ore shipped out of the Mesabi 
Range comes into Erie? 

Mr. Parker. What percentage of the ore shipped out of there comes 
into Erie? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Parker. 90 million tons, we would say, moves on the Great. 
Lakes. It is a little better than 10 percent, actually. 

Mr. Anceu. If there are no other questions, Congressman Kearns, 
we will be glad to have you call your next witness. 

Mr. Kearns. That concludes the witnesses on the dredging. If 
you want to take the erosion problem next, the colonel would like 
to speak first on it, I believe. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any other witnesses on this project? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, we will proceed to the next project on the 
agenda. 


Presque Isitx, Pentnsuta, Erte, Pa., Beacu Erosion 
ConTROL STUDY 


Mr. Ancevi. The next project on the agenda is the Presque Isle 
Peninsula at Erie, Pa., which is a beach erosion project. 

Inasmuch as this is the first beach erosion project the committee has 
heard this session, if it is agreeable with the rest of the committee 
I think it would be well to have Colonel Allen give us a little state- 
ment on the status of the law with reference to the beach erosion 
yrojects, as we have quite a number of them that are ready now for 
aehen by our committee. 


Colonel Allen, if that is agreeable to you we will be very glad to 
hear you. 

Colonel Atten. The beach erosion control project is initiated in a 
somewhat different fashion from a navigation report. The beach 
erosion control report is approved by the Chief of Engineers after 


application has been made by a State or local agency which is faced 
with a short protection problem. They are made on a 50-50 coopera- 
tive basis. In other words, the local agency which requests the study 
puts up half of the money for the study and the Federal Government 
matches that with the other 50 percent. So it is a cooperative venture 
from the beginning. 
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As soon as the local agency makes application and assures the Chief 
of Engineers that funds are available for the prosecution of the study, 
the Chief of Engineers approves the study and the district engineer 
proceeds with the work, subject to the availability of Federal funds. 

Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress, 2d session, recognizes the 
interest of the Federal Government in the cost of constructing beach- 
erosion-control works. I would like to quote from a part of it: 

That with the purpose of preventing damage to publie property and promoting 
and encouraging the healthful recreation of people, it is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the United States to assist in the construction but not maintenance 
of works for the improvement and protection against erosion by waves and 
currents of the United States that are owned by States and municipalities or 
other political subdivisions, provided that the Federal contribution toward the 
construction of the protective works shall not in any case exceed one-third of 
the total cost. 

In other words, the Federal Government is authorized to participate 
to the extent of one-third of the cost of protecting publicly owned 
shores. Authorization of a beach erosion control project will permit 
a State or local agency to go ahead with the work if they want to 
proceed with it, subject to approval of the plans and specifications by 
the Chief of Engineers, even prior to appropriation of the funds by 
the Federal Government. 

Before I proceed with the Presque Isle study, do you have any 
questions / 

Mr. Ancetv. Are there any questions by members of the committee 
of Colonel Allen ¢ 

Mr. Avcnincioss. Yes; I do have some. 

Mr. Anceix. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Is there not a publicly maintained highway 
down this strip of land ¢ 

Colonel Atten. There is a highway on the peninsula; yes, sir. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Does not one of the public laws provide for Fed- 
eral aid in the protection of a State-owned highway, Colonel ? 

Colonel Atten. There is a sitive in the law that where a politi- 

cal subdivision has heretofore erected a seawall to prevent erosion by 
waves and currents to a public highway considered by the Chief of 
Engineers sufficiently important to ; justify protection, Federal contri- 
bution toward the repair of such wall and the protection thereof by 
the building of an artificial beach is authorized at not to exceed one- 
third of the original cost of such wall. 

In other words, where a highway can be considered by the Chief 
of Engineers to be sufficiently important to justify protection, the 
Federal contribution can be authorized up to one-third of the cost 
of a seawall which has already been built to protect that highway. 

Mr. Avucurncioss. Was that provision of the law taken into con- 
sideration in this study ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Has the Chief of Engineers certified that this is 
an important highway ¢ 

Colonel Aten. It has not been considered to fall in that category. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. One other thing, Colonel. In this study has any 
thought been given to the construction of a barrier or a breakwater 
to break the force of the waves ? 
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Colonel Aten. No, sir. Because of the extremely high cost of 
such a structure. 

Mr. Avcuincvoss. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancetu. Colonel, as 1 understand, is that participation of the 
Federal Government sharing a part - the cost of the seawall to 
protect a highway only to apply where a seawall has already been built 
and has been damaged ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnceLy. But not to new construction ¢ 

Colonel Aten. Where it has already been built, to protect the 
highway. 

Mr. Anceiy. Are there any further questions of Colonel Allen / 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. If not, thank you, Colonel. You may proceed with 
the discussion of the project itself now. 

Colonel Aten. The State of Pennsylvania applied for this co- 
operative study pursuant to the conditions I have previously men- 
tioned, having given assurances to the Chief of Engineers that funds 
were available for the completion of the study. The study has been 
completed and approved by the Chief of Engineers after the concur- 
rence of the Beach Erosion Board. 

The study in essence was to investigate protective measures to pre- 
vent the breaching of this small neck of the peninsula. 

Since the time we have records—about 1831—the history of this 
neck of land has been one of continual recession and one of continual 
narrowing because of the high force and extreme wave action which 

comes from the west and north. 

The material which was formerly on the neck of land has worked 
its way toward the distal end of the peninsula. So over a period of 
years the neck has continually narrowed and there is a history of the 
breaching of this spit of land on the permitting of waves to enter 
Erie Harbor. 

Various methods of protection have been used throughout the years. 
Various types of seawalls and groins have been constructed but have 
not proved efficacious, and the need for the cooperative study was 
recognized by the State. The desire to treat the entire Presque Isle 
Peninsula as an entity rather than piecemeal was the reason for the 
cooperative study. 

The cooperative study recommends the construction of a series of 
groins at the most critical portion of Presque Isle; the construction of 
bulkheads and restoration of the seawall in the neck, and the pumping 
of what we term a feeder beach to provide material for the waves to 
work on and protect the shoreline, and thereby nourish or continue 
feeding material down along the shore. 

I would like to point out that a beach, in addition to providing a 
desirable place for recreation, also is the best dissipater of wave energy 
If you have a beach in front of a community you have the finest 
device which man or nature can produce to dissipate the force of the 
waves. The purposes of providing this feeder beach is to continue to 
nourish this shore and keep it well protected. 

The plan calls for periodic nourishment by placing sand as a 
maintenance item. 
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A beach erosion project is somewhat different from typical con- 
struction projects, for after a structure is built the maintenance in 
many cases is minor. A beach continually wears out. It moves off 
and has to be replaced. 

The cost of this recommended plan as of July 1953 is $6,018,000. 
Since the entire property is publicly owned, the full one-third of the 
Federal participation which is authorized by law can be applied, and 
that comes to $2,006,000, with the local contribution being $4,012,000. 

The report has been referred to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
which concurs in the findings. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to the Congress. It makes no commitment as to when any 
estimate of an appropriation would be submitted for the construction 
of the project, if authorized. 

I would like to make one more point with respect to the accomplish- 
ment of the work of a project of this nature. The law provides it can 
be done either by the local agency with reimbursement of the respective 
Federal share made upon the completion of the work, provided it is 
done in accordance with the plans and specifications approved by the 
Chief of Engineers. It also permits the work to be done, if the local 
agency requests it, by the Corps of Engineers, with the apportioned 
share of funds contributed by the local agency. 

So it can be done either by the local agency, or done by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Mr. Anceti. Have the Corps of Engineers made any recommenda- 
tions as to the procedure for construction, as to whether it shall be 
done by the Corps of Army Engineers or the local interests? 

Colonel Atuen. The local interests prefer in this case that it be done 
by the district engineer. They have so indicated in their concurrence 
with our findings. 

Mr. Ancer.. Are the local interests prepared and ready with the 
funds available to carry their portion of the cost? 

Colonel Auten. My understanding is that there has been appro- 
priated $2,500,000 by the Sate for this fiscal year to initiate the work. 

Mr. Ancetx. Is that a State appropriation ? 

Colonel Atren. Yes, sir. And approval or authorization of this 
project will enable them to initiate the work by providing the district 
engineer with the funds to proceed. 

Mr. Anceti. Has the Federal Government participated in any beach 
erosion projects up to date? 

Colonel Arten. The Federal Government has participated in one 
in Harrison County, Miss., which was the first one authorized and 
appropriated for. It is the only one which has gone full cycle from 
the cooperative study through to the completion of the work with 
Federal participation. 

Mr. Ancety. As there any others which have been approved by the 
Federal Government ? 

Colonel Atzen. There are four others which have been anthorized. 
Winthrop Beach, Mass.; Colonial Beach, Va.; Palm Beach, Fla.; and 
one in Connecticut. 

Mr. Ancet1. What is the status of the Colonial Beach project? 

Colonel Auten. It is authorized, and that is the extent of it. It 
has had no funds appropriated for it from the Federal Government. 
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Mr. ANGELL. It is ripe for an appropriation and waiting for an 
appropriation ¢ 

Colonel Auten. Yes. 

Mr. AnGeLL. It is beyond the jurisdiction of this committee? 

Colonel Auten. It will require appropriation. It has already been 
authorized by the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. Anoetu. Are there any questions on my right of Colonel Allen ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGELL. On my left? 

Mr. Mack. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnGett. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, what is the nature of the benefits that will result 
from the building of this project? Will it protect land, or public 
property, or shipping ? 

Colonel AtteNn. It is all public property. The benefits are derived 
from direct damages to the property, and recreational features. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any installations other than highways? 

Colonel Atten. There is a water supply system on Presque Isle 
Peninsula. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any danger of losing that water supply? 

Colonel Atiten. The shore is very close to it and that was one of 
the reasons for requiring the protection of the beach in here. 

Mr. Mack. Did you give us a figure on the benefit-cost ratio ? 

Colonel Atten. I did not. The benefit-cost ratio is 1:18 revised to 
July 1953 prices. 

Mr. Mack. When you speak of 1:18 you are referring both to the 
Federal and local contributions? 

Colonel Atten. That is the benefit-cost ratio of the project, regard- 
less of the extent of contribution by either party. 

Mr. Mack. As far as the Federal Government’s one-third is con- 
cerned, the cost-benefit ratio would be much more? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir, if you compared the Federal cost with the 
overall benefits. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancety. Are there any other structures on this land that would 
be protected ? 

Colonel Atten. The Presque Isle lighthouse and the waterworks, 
and a Coast Guard station. 

Mr. Ancetu. Does it protect the harbor ? 

Colonel Arzren. No, sir. The protection is for the Presque Isle 

Peninsula. 

Mr. Ancetx. The benefits then are limited to the protection of the 

land and this strip of ground ¢ 
Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. On Presque Isle Peninsula. 
Mr. Anceti. They are owned either by the Federal or the State 
Governments? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. They are publicly owned. 

Mr. Mack. What would you say is the value of the Coast Guard 
station, the lighthouse and the water supply reservoir ? 

Colonel Auten. I would have to go back in the report for that. 

Mr. Mack. You can supply that for the record. 
Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 
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The cost of the waterworks including settling basins, pumps, build- 
ings, roads, etc., which were constructed between 1904 and 1908 is 
$739,000. ‘The cost of the Coast Guard installation is $153,000 which 
includes Erie Light Station constructed in 1890 at a cost of $30,000 
and the lifeboat station constructed in 1923 at a cost of $123,000. The 
lighthouse was constructed in 1872 at a cost of $13,000. 

Mr. Sreep. Colonel, what size island is this? 

Colonel Aten. About 614 miles long, varying in width from 250 
feet to 114 miles. 

Mr. Streep. What would be the harbor situation if this erosion con- 
tinued until a sizable break came in this neck of land? 

Colonel Atten. The navigation project is considerably removed 
from the area where the break is likely to occur. If the break were 
to occur in the neck, it would be some time, if at all, before the navi- 

gation project would be damaged. Location of possible breaks is a 
soeiabls rable distance from the harbor. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Are there any recreational activities on the 
island ¢ 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir. Considerable benefits were taken with 
respect to the enhancement of the recreational features of Presque 
Isle. 

Mr. Avucutncioss. How do people get on it? 

Colonel Auten. Along a road from the mainland which connects 
to a road on the peninsula. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. There is a road along in there? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucuinctoss. How long will this improvement take, Colonel ? 
Has it been estimated ? 

Colonel AtLeN. Two or three years. 

Mr. Becker. Is that whole peninsula owned by the city of Erie? 
Is that public land ? 

Colonel Atien. Yes, sir. It is all public land, owned by the city, 
State, and United States. 

Mr. Becker. Owned by the city of Erie? 

Mr. Meapv. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the Federal 
Government have two parcels of it. The Coast Guard and the light- 
house property are owned by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Becker. What about the recreational area, like the beaches? 
Who controls that ? 

Mr. Mean. The State. 

Mr. Brecker. The State also. Is it a State park proposition? 

Mr. Mean. Under the Department of Forests and Waters of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, administered by a commission ap- 
pointed by the Governor. 

Mr. Becker. Who provides the highway along there? 

Mr. Meap. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Becker. So that it is no part of the city ? 

Mr. Mrap. The waterworks was a settling basin no longer used. 
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania let the city of Erie use that. 
But the ownership of the peninsula is under the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and the Federal Government. 

Mr. Becker. Who provided the highway along there? 

Mr. Meap. The Commonwealth of Pennsy lvania. 
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Mr. AnceLu. Are there any further questions by members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, I was interested in your statement that the 
Engineers had been designated to take care of the planning of these 
projects. Are the administration and supervision expenses of the 
Army engineers taken out of the general appropriation ¢ 

Colonel Auten. You are speaking now of the cooperative study / 

Mr. Scupper. Yes, sir. Of the three agencies that are participating 
in the cost of these types of projects, will the Engineers be reim- 
bursed for their expenses in the supervision and planning and con- 
struction of the project from the overall appropriation, or is that an 
expense borne by the Army engineers out of their administrative 
funds ¢ 

Colonel Atsen. The Federal share of the cooperative study, m 
other words, the project thus far, is carried m the budget under the 
item “Beach erosion cooperative studies.” 

That money, when appropriated, is made available by the Chief 
of Engineers to the district in which the study is being worked on. 
The local agency contributes their share and the district engineer 
proceeds with the study. 

Now, with respect to a continuation of the project from this point, 
as I mentioned, it can be done either by the Engineers or the local 
agency. When it is done by the Engineers, their costs in connection 
with the supervision of the work come from the funds made available 
either by the local agency or the share of the Federal funds which 
will be appropriated, or should be appropriated in connection with 
the project. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, on this particular project the cost 
to the Federal Government of $2,006,000 would be all the expense 
that. would be borne by the Federal Government ? 

Colonel ALten. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, your supervisory expenses would be 
taken out of the overall sum of $6 million? Is that right? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Mack. How much did the budget for fiscal 1954 carry for 
beach-erosion studies, Colonel ? 

Colonel Atien. Twenty-five thousand dollars, for cooperative 
studies. 

Mr. Mack. What is proposed in the new budget? 

Colonel AtLEN. Twenty-five thousand dollars. 

Mr. ANncrLL. Is there any money in the new budget for con- 
struction ? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. 

Mr. ANGELL. That is, new starts? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. Not on beach erosion. 

Mr. Aucuincross. May I observe here, Mr. Chairman, in talking 
to some of the members on the Appropriations Committee about. ap- 
propriations for the Beach Erosion Board, I found that the ap- 
propriation is inadequate and they hope that about $100,000 more 
will be allotted to the Beard for the proposed study of this very 
important work; and I am hopeful that our committee will get back 
of that, because it involves a great many districts. 
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Mr. Anorww. Is there authorization for it? 

Mr. Aucutncioss. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Ancor. The committee would be stymied unless there 

Mr. Aucurincioss. I am afraid the Bureau of the Budget has cut 
it down. 

Mr. Anoetx. Is there an authorization ? 

Colonel Auten. No authorization is needed from the Public Works 
Committee for the initiation of cooperative studies. The law which 
establishes cooperative studies permits the approval by the Chief of 
Engineers upon the provision of the funds by the local agency, and 
their application. 

Mr. Ancett. Do you mean to say there is no monetary authoriza- 
tion needed to enable the appropriations committee to make an ap- 
propriation for these studies? May we ask our attorney if he can 
enlighten us on that subject? Is there an authorization needed for 
appropriation for studies on beach erosion or is the authorization 
covered in the original act? 

Mr. Trerney. With respect to survey studies, Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that the River and Harbor Act of 1930 carried 
the language in section 2, which was strong enough to authorize sur- 
vey studies as long as the mate hing money was forthcoming from the 
local district, State or city. 

Mr. Anortu. Very well. Are there any further questions of 
Colonel Allen ? 

Mr. Neat. Colonel, do we understand that all of this preliminary 
work that has been done in connection with this project has been 
borne out of your beach-erosion appropriation without local or State 
contribution? Or have they contributed up to this point? 

Colonel Auten. They have contributed 50 percent of the cost of 
the study up to this point. 

Mr. Neau. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Anoetu. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. If not, we thank you, Colonel. Congressman Kearns, 
will you take charge of your witnesses please and call them in the 
order in which you desire them to speak ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARROLL D. KEARNS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA—Resumed 


Mr. Kearns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. I want to compliment Colonel Allen for his presentation of 
the facts that were given to you. I want also to call the attention 
of the members of the committee to this fine delegaion that I have 
here from Erie. They came down at their own expense, because this 
is a very, very vital situation in the city of Erie today. 

If you people could receive the mail that I do and see how much 
everybody up in that section is perturbed because of this continual 
washing out of this peninsula every time we have high winds and 
storms, you would begin to realize the significance of it. 

Last year they formed what they call a Save Our Peninsula Com- 
mittee of which I am wearing a badge; and practically everybody in 
Erie wore one. They went to Harr isburg and prevailed on our leg- 
islature to make the money available for the project. 
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I concur with Colonel Allen, and when I first came to Congress 
in 1946 I realized there was no use in going before this committee and 
asking for anything until after this survey was made. I hold in my 
hand the original copy of the survey. The colonel was correct in 
saying that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania paid $5,000 and thé 
Army engineers supported it with the other $5,000 for this first survey. 

Therefore, we have prepared for you a brochure of pictures of some 
of the breaks that occur in the peninsula. This happens not only 
once every 4 or 5 years, but it happens at least 2 or 3 times every 
year. I realize the cost of this is higher than we anticipated, but I 
would like to call the attention of the committee to the fact that the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania already put in around $600,000, and 
according to the Army engineers I understand that the work they did 
was satisfactory and met the requirements of the overall project as 
submitted by the Army engineers. 

So in contributing and appropriating their $2,500,000, they have 
spent around $400,000 of that money plus another $300,000 or so not 
yet expended besides the $2,500,000. So when I come here this morn- 
ing to plead with you for this project I want you to know everybody 
who has had a part in it has played their part very well. That is 
why I feel I am privileged as a Member of Congress to come before 
this committee and try to prevail upon you to approve this project. 

This morning I have with me also Mr. John Dwyer. 

Mr. Ance.iu. Before you call your other witnesses, Congressman, 
may I ask you this question? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancevv. Is it contemplated if the project is approved that 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania will be credited with the amount 
they have already spent on the project ? 

Mr. Kearns. I understand that we would have to write into law 
that they would be credited with the amount, so that it could be 
credited to the overall project. 

Mr. Anceii. Are you prepared to state what that amount is? 

Mr. Kearns. It would amount to around $600,000. 

Mr. Aucuincross. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Aventncxioss. Do I understand that this is the only public lake 
shore recreational area in Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. It is the only lake shore. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I mean on Lake Erie. 

Mr. Kearns. That is right. We have a small piece in the north- 
east. But in Pennsylvania this is it, because in that neck of the State 
the Pennsylvania territory narrows and you go either to Ohio or New 
York State. 

Mr. Aucuinctoss. Is it extensively used ? 

Mr. Krarns. Oh, yes. Thousands and thousands of people. | 
think we have had as high as 25,000 or 30,000 on Sunday. Last season 
3 million people went out on the peninsula. 

Mr. Stravurrer. Was there any charge made? 

Mr. Kearns. No charge made. 

Mr. Mack. Has the State appropriated $4 million ? 

Mr. Kearns. No. $2,500,000, with the other $600,000 that is already 


spent. 
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Mr. Mack. Where is it contemplated to get the additional money to 
complete the project ? 

Mr. Kearns. I would like to inform the gentleman that when the 
project was first studied it seemed it would only require $5,200,000. 
The Army engineers now submitted the additional cost, which takes 
it up to $6,600,000 level. 

Mr. Mack. You do contemplate that the State legislature will 
provide that money ¢ 

Mr. Kearns. We do. Also, we have the idea that there has been 
some study made by Mr. Eaton of the Army engineers and others 
who visited up there, which was advanced that we might be able to 
save considerable money on the sand fill by taking it from the other 
side of the peninsula, because in the whole contract there is over 
$2 million just for the fill. If we could bring it over from the other 
side of the island we may be able to save considerable money there. 
We do not know that yet. 

Mr. Mack. I was very much interested in how you financed this 
for the reason that I have a similar project in my district, and I am 
very much concerned with how the local interests can secure sufficient 
funds to pay their share. 

Mr. Kearns. I would like to inform the distinguished gentleman 
that if he had a live wire committee like we have up there they will 
do their share and get their end of it done if the Federal Government 
accepts its responsibility. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. I want to get the point cleared up in my mind that 
Mr. Mack raised. The total cost of the project runs $6,018,000, of 
which the local interests would pay $4,012,000. Now, of that total 
of $4,012,000 is it your statement that the $600,000 already expended 
will be credited against the $4,012,000 ? 

Mr. Krarns. Yes. It would have to be credited against it. That 
is the total of their obligations. 

Mr. Becker. And the $600,000 already expended has been a worth- 
while expenditure, contributing toward the project that is to be 
completed ? 

Colonel Atiten. It has been done since the completion of the report 
and has been in accordance with the plans and specifications recom- 
mended in the report. 

Mr. Becxer. And it is a favorable part of the entire project? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. It is the seawall work in the neck. 

Mr. Ancett. Colonel, I notice on this photograph a considerable 
portion of the roadway has been washed out. Has that been restored 
and replaced ? 

Mr. Kearns. Could I answer that? 

Colonel Aten. Yes. 

Mr. Kearns. The reason the State went in with the $600,000 is that 
the whole peninsula at that neck was washed out a year ago, and the 
State put that money in to protect it so that we could build the road. 
Portions of the road are still unpaved, and we had to leave the old 
road and builda new road»because’ we could not go through the same 
lane as we did before. 
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Mr. Becker. My reason for asking the question is that I am always 
looking to help people who help themselves, and you have been willing 
to help yourselves fully. 

Mr. Kearns. That is why they put in the $600,000 for the emer- 
gency. Fortunately, before they did it, they consulted with the Army 
engineers, who have been marvelous in their dealings with us in the 
Buffalo Branch and have cooperated with us in every way. 

Mr. Oaxman. What number of people would you say 
recreational facilities at this point? 

Mr. Kearns. All I can tell you is, of course, our beaches are being 
impaired all the time. We do not have the space we formerly had 
on the beaches, and until this project is finished we will not. But the 
figures are that over 3 million people used it last summer, or during 
the season when they could drive out there. 

There are periods in the spring and fall when you cannot get out 
there for a month at a time because of the washouts. 

Mr. Oaxman. Certainly it seems, Mr. Chairman, that it has public 
acceptance. 

Mr. Kearns. If there are no questions of me at this time, Mr. Chair- 
man, I would like to introduce Mr. John R. Dwyer, who has been 
chairman of our Save Our Peninsula Committee. 


use these 


The people of 


Erie are very grateful to him and to his fine committee for what 
they have done. 

Mr. Dwyer, if you have any others whom you would like to intro- 
duce to say a word for the record, you may do so. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. DWYER, PRESIDENT, FIRCH BANKING CO. 


Mr. Dwyer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

Carroll has told you about this committee that I head up. Just 
briefly I would like to tell you so you know whom I represent. It 
is a committee of almost 6,000 people throughout the territory of 
northwestern Pennsylvania who have joined our committee and paid 
$1 to join. I would like to correct the record. We are not here at 
our own expense. These people have paid a dollar to cover our ex- 
penses which we might have in coming down to present our peninsula 
case to you. 

We have about 12 representatives of our committee with us, and I 
think you have been provided with their names. We are here, gentle- 
men, because we really have a very serious problem. 

Erie is located where it is because of Presque Isle Peninsula. The 
shoreline of Lake Erie at the point where Erie is located is practically 
straight. The peninsula is a projection which forms the Erie harbor, 
as you can see. 

I have some other pictures here which after I get through I would 
like to have you look at if you possibly can. 

Lake Erie is about 250 miles long, and at its widest point it is 57 
miles wide. That is just a short way west of the Erie location. 

Right in Erie, with the pensinsula projecting out from the south 


shore and a projection from the Canadian shore—Long Point—the 
width across there is 26 miles. 
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In the Great Lakes you have a situation where the water starting in 
Lake Superior is continually moving down through the Great Lakes 
and out through the St. Lawrence River to the ocean. So in a sense it 
islikeastream. You cannot see the water moving, but it is continually 
going toward the ocean. In addition, the prevailing winds and wave 
action are from the west to the east, so that you have a continual stream 
of water trying to carry beach material on the south of Lake Erie and 
trying to carry it to the east. That action is the action that causes 
this peninsula to erode on the neck end. ‘The material continues to 
move around and redeposit on this end, which happens to be the very 
place where the ships come into the harbor. So that continually there 
is required dredging to keep that channel open. 

Down through the years the peninsula has broken through many 
times. We have felt that it will break through again. 

The park and harbor commission and the State department of 
forests and waters, who are in charge of it, as well as the Army engi- 
neers, have, I believe, done everything they could do without a specific 
appropriation to prevent a breakthrough. Asa result they have built 
bulkheads and steel sheet piling all along this part. 

For years when these breakthroughs occurred actually nobody knew 
just what to do about it, or how to prevent it. But since 1939, when 
this cooperative study was started, the Army engineers and the Beach 
Erosion Board have developed a plan which they tell us will work. It 
will build beach on the peninsula and, as has been mentioned here, the 
beach is really the only thing that will protect a peninsula. They tell 
us there is no doubt about the fact that the plan, if it is put into oper- 
ation, will work. They have tried some test jetties and those jetties 
because of this current situation that I mentioned, do cause sand to 
deposit on the west side. As the sand deposits it builds beach, so that 
the overall plan, or the master plan, a it is referred to, is a whole series 
of these jetties properly built and properly placed in relation to each 
other, so that they will collect the sand and make it deposit there, rather 
than letting it continue to move on around the peninsula and deposit 
into the channel where the ships come in. 

There are a number of instances both east and west of the peninsula, 
as well as on the peninsula, where jetties have been built. In every 
single case where they are properly built you can always see a beach 
being built to the west side. 

Unfortunately back of the jetty, or on the eastern side of the jetty, 
because of the jetty being there, there will be no sand deposited and 
you get erosion. That is the reason why all of these jetties have to be 
built pretty much at one time, or at least in relation to each other, so 
that the second jetty particularly can support beach back of the first 
jetty, and the third jetty can support it back of the second petty, and 
so on. 

Now, gentlemen, our case for the Presque Isle Peninsula is really 
built on the fact, as the colonel stated—and it is obvious to anyone 
who looks at it—that this is a publicly owned beach used for recrea- 
tional purposes. But, gentlemen, it is obviously also the Erie Harbor. 
Because without the peninsula there would be no Erie Harbor. 

There is no reason to have a harbor there if the peninsula were not 
there. So we feel that we should come to you and try to point out the 
facts as we see them. which are that this is a twofold project. Bas- 
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ically, the peninsula for the Erie Harbor. It happens to be used as a 
publicly owned beach, but the essential fact is that it is the harbor. 

We have tried to put into a nutshell presentation the facts of this 
case, as we see them, and I would like to call on our attorney, Thomas 
Doyle, who has given a great deal of time trying to condense the 
thing down to a minimum number of minutes. If you would take the 
time to listen to him we will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Anceu. Are there any questions of Mr. Dwyer? 

Mr. Stavurrer. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Stauffer. 

Mr. Sraurrer. You say you are doing dredging so that the ships 
can get into the harbor ¢ 

Mr. Dwyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sravurrer. What do you do with the sand that you take out 
of there? 

Mr. Dwyer. I think they take it out into the lake and dump it. 

Mr, Sravrrer. It is not being sold? It is not a commercial opera- 
tion, is it? 

Mr. Dwyer. No, sir. It is a Federal Government operation. 

Mr. Stavurrer. There is only so much sand there and if you dredge 

out and haul it away, why naturally you are going to lose it. 

Mr. Dwyer. That is right. 

Mr. Stavurrer. All along your beach there. 

Mr. Dwyer. The sand that is lying out here beyond where it is 
shown on this map is the most beautiful sand you ever saw, and it is 
just piled there and continuing to build a new peninsula. But out 
here it has not really grown up. There is very little foliage and no 
way to get out there at the present time. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Dwyer, what is the type of construction of those 
jetties? What material is used in them ¢ 

Mr. Dwyer. Some of them are concrete and some of them are steel- 
sheet piling. The colonel might be able to tell you more about that. 
Frankly, 1 am a banker. I don’t know anything about the engineer- 
ing end of it, or how they should be built. But I have discussed the 
matter with the engineers in Buffalo and Mr. Eaton of the Beach 
Erosion Board to such an extent that I think they have a plan that 
will preserve this thing and save thousands and thousands of dollars, 
as the years go on. 

Mr. AngeLL. Thank you, Mr. Dwyer. 

Are there any further questions of Mr. Dwyer by members of the 
committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancet. If not, we will be glad to hear from Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Dwyer. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS E. DOYLE, ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Mr. Dorie. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to say at the outset, although we are talking about erosion here, 
1 would like to talk about erosion with relation to the deterioration 
of the harbor wall. 

As Mr. Dwyer pointed out to you, this is the outer wall of the Erie 
Harbor, and without it we would not have a protected harbor in 
which boats could anchor. 
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If we consider that our harbor wall, which is a natural asset and 
costs us nothing, we can compare it with Cleveland and Buffalo, which 
adjoin us about 100 miles to the east and west. There they have an 
outer harbor wall which is constructed of stone and mortar. At Buf- 
falo the new cost, as given to us by the United States district engineer, 
is $4,767,000-plus. The new construction at Cleveland, Ohio, with 
relation to the outer harbor wall, is $10 million. Erie for new con- 
struction is $768,000-plus. 

I think those figures, gentlemen, show us the value of this outer 
harbor wall in relation to Erie Harbor. 

That is deteriorating, according to the report of the Erosion Board, 
at the following rate yearly. The report shows that there is a littoral 
drift bringing a supply of sand at the rate of 18,000 cubie yards per 
year. There is being lost by reason of erosion 285,000 cubic yards of 
sand per year. However, that sand which is eroding is redeposit- 
ing to some extent down here, and they figure that the net sand loss 
totals 220,000 cubic yards per year, and that it will cost 90 cents per 
cubic yard to put that back in, that is, to put the supply back in here. 

That means that we are losing approximately $198,000 worth of 
sand each year that this place is le oft unprotected. 

I want to bring this point out to you which was raised with a 
great deal of feeling of urgency. We have this appropriation of 
£2,500,000 from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to be applied 
toward the construction of the master plan, as we refer to it. The 
master plan is the plan that is proposed by the United States Corps of 
Engineers. That appropriation was mi ade in September 1953. Under 
the law of Pennsylvania that appropriation will remain effective for 
use in this plan until the expiration of the legislative panel year, 
which expires December 31, 1954. 

Therefore, we bring that to your attention because there is a note 
of urgency in it. 

There is another fact which is very important for the considera- 
tion of the committee. Although this is a beach erosion report and 
we are considering beach erosion in it all the way along, there is a 
portion of this peninsula which is referred to as a neck in the report. 
The neck is the northern part of section H, as referred to in the beach 
erosion report, all the way back to the mainland. It is A through 
H. ‘The report itself shows that from A to H, which is this section 
here, which is clearly nothing more than a causeway—and this really 
exaggerates the width of it because it is very narrow all the way 
through here—it shows the United States from 1919 to 1948 expended 
for new construction and maintenance of that construction $988,000- 
vlus. The State in this same area from here to here constructed 
$72,959 worth of improvements. 

This is the part, members of the committee, where all the break- 
water is. First we have the stone rubble in here, and then the sheet 
piling, which comes all the way out to here. 

From there on it is referred to in plate 8, sections 4 through 7, 
of the new plan, showing that the United States spent $18,947 and 
the State of Pennsylvania spent $331,901. 

That convinces me of this: That from here to here it appears to be 
strictly an outer harbor wall problem. In other words, it is a harbor 
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rroblem. From here out to here, where the peninsula is very thick 
ind there is very little danger of a breakthrough, it is strictly a beach- 
erosion problem. 

The State of Pennsylvania is contributing what it thought was 
voing to be one-half, or $2,500,000, for addition on this part here, which 
:ppears to be strictly a harbor project. As I understand it, however, 
t is the duty of the United States in the case of rivers and harbors 
to handle harbor projects on a 100 percent basis. 

The narrowest part of the peninsula, as of today, is right there. 
[his appears to be from the time of recorded history the inherent 
weakness. 

We have a picture in our portfolio there that shows the very narrow 
spot in section H. In other words, right here the water is 714 feet 
leep at the bulkhead, and there are spots 50 feet out lakeside where 
t is 16 feet deep, and the waves just hit and go over that bulkhead 
nd erode into the harbor. That is the situation we are faced with. 

Gentlemen, I am finished with my presentation and my observation 
)f the study with relation to the outer harbor wall. 

Mr. Ancetn. Thank you, Mr. Doyle. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of Mr. Doyle? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneet. If not, we will be glad to hear the next witness. 

Mr. Dwyer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on pre- 
vious breakthroughs according to the report there was a matter of 
shallow water here. By the construction of the bulkheads—and this 
s something I understand that happens any place—they caused a 
scouring action. When you build a wall parallel to the shoreline at 
the water’s edge you cause a scouring action, which causes deep water. 
So now instead of having a beach out here we have 71% feet of water 
there. 

So if we get another breakthrough, instead of having shallow water 
running into our bay and the harbor, we are going to have the full 
force of the Lake Erie storms rolling right on into the harbor. 

The report itself points out the fact that that would be very detri- 
mental to harbor shipping and harbor installations. 

In addition to that, sirs, because of the fact that we have created 
deep water here, we have caused further erosion on the beaches to 
the east, because there is no sand here to move along and feed these 
beaches. We have the deep water so that we have a serious erosion 
problem all along the neck or the base of the peninsula where it is 
widest. 

In addition to that, at the point where the lighthouse jetty is right 
here, there is a Federal jetty at the eastern end of that property. 
That jetty is protecting the Federal Government’s property. But 
because there is no succeeding jetty or jetties, it is causing serious 
erosion to the east of it. That is a point where the highway has had 
to be moved twice. Now it is going to have to be moved again because 
it just washed out this past winter. 

We believe that the Federal Government should protect the harbor 
as they have done, but in so doing they should not do it in a way that 
is going to cause extreme damage beyond the point which they are 
protecting. 

39263—54—vol. 149 
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Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Dwyer. 

Do you have any other witnesses? We have another project here 
that we have to finish. 

Mr. Dwyer. I have Mr. R. J. Gillis, our deputy administrator of 
the Department of Forests and Waters of the State of Pennsylvania, 
which is the organization that has the State responsibility for the 
operation of the peninsula. I believe he has a short statement he 
would like to make. Mr. Gillis. 


STATEMENT OF R. J. GILLIS, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, DEPART- 
MENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS, STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Grits. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Ancett. Do you have some additional information, or is it 
merely cumulative ? 

Mr. Gututs. It is really substantiating Congressman Kearns’ state- 
ments regarding the State’s expenditures and appropriations. 

Mr. Ancetu. Do you have a prepared written statement 

Mr. Gris. No, si 

Mr. Anceti. The ‘ition e is very glad to hear you briefly. We 
have another project we are anxious to get on as soon as we finish this. 

Mr. Griuis. The Commonwealth’s interest in the protection and 
preservation of Presque Isle has been evidenced over a long period of 
years. It has been called upon to try this, that, and the other method 
of preventing erosion. During the past 3 years the Commonwealth 
has expended about $600,000 affording emergency protection to pre- 
serve the isle. 

At the last session of the legislature they passed an appropriation 
of $2,500,000 which Governor Fine signed on July 28, 1953, to partici- 
pate in cooperation with the Army engineers when and if the Armv 
engineers’ projects for protection is undertaken. 

Mr. Ancett. We thank you very much, sir. I believe that con- 
cludes your presentation, Mr. Kearns? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Colonel Allen a 
question regarding the type of project here contemplated. 

Are you fi familiar with the beach at Ocean C ity in Maryland? Have 
you seen the work done there ? 
~ Colonel Aten. No, sir. I have not. 

Mr. Scupper. As I understand the type of work here proposed is 
similar to what they have been able to accomplish at Ocean City. 
That beach was being washed away until they put in groins. Today 
the groins are practic cally covered and they have a long sloping beach 
with shallow water. A few years ago you could walk under the 
boardwalk, today you can step from the beach to the walk. 

It seems to me that your plan is a proper approach to solving the 
problem, the groin work that I have seen has caused the beach to 
build up and make a shallow beach were the fierceness of the waves 
is dissipated. 

Colonel Atien. It has been very successful over there. 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. This will be quite similar to that type of work. 

Colonel Auten. That is right, sir. There is one danger that should 
be remembered with respect to groins, however. Very frequently, 

long groin stops the material which would normally find its way 
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up or down the coast. The quantity of sand trapped has to be taken 
ito commer ition as well as the value of the shore front which would 
have been protected by the material that is trapped behind a groin. 

Mr. Scupper. The groins were evidently well placed as they have 
a beautiful beach. They tell me it has been accomplished because 
of the groin work. 

Mr. Ange. We thank you. 

Congressman Kearns, we ought to thank you for your cooperation 
and this very fine group of your citizens who are so interested in this 
project. 

Mr. Kearns. I want to thank the committee for their attention. 

Mr. Anceiu.. It seems to be a very worthy project and I assure you 
the committee, when we get into executive session, will be glad to con 
sider the project in full. 

Mr. Aner. Senator Edward Martin of Pennsylvania has indicated 
his deep interest in this project and has contacted me on several 
occasions about it. He has asked to have his statement in behalf of 
the project inserted in the record, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD MARTIN 


I desire to take this opportunity of supporting the position of the Honorable 
Carroll D. Kearns, Member of Congress from the 24th District of Pennsylvania, 
as stated today before this committee, and to support the statements and 
recommendations which have been made by the several distinguished citizens 
of Erie, Pa., on the necessity for the preservation of Presque Isle Peninsula, 
Krie, Pa. 

I should like to call to your attention the fact that I have introduced in the 
Senate a bill, 8. 2940, which has been read twice and referred to the Senate 
Committee on Public Works, that the project for beach erosion control on the 
shore of Presque Isle Peninsula, Pennsylvania, be prosecuted under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, 
substantially in accordance with the plan recommended in House Document 
231, 83d Congress, provided that the Federal participation shall be in the amount 
of one-half of the first cost. 

I feel that the Federal Government should participate to one-half of the 
amount, since it is so obvious that if there should be a breakthrough in the 
neck of the peninsula, incalculable damage would be done to the harbor of 
Erie. 

Testimony has been presented showing that a breakthrough at the neck would 
cost the Government enormous sums of money to dredge out the whole harbor, 
far beyond any sums spent in preventive maintenance, such as are now under 
consideration. 

Testimony has also been presented showing that the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania has already appropriated and has available the sum of approximately 
$2,500,000 to stand its share of half the cost. 

This is a matter of compelling urgency requiring the most serious consider- 
ation. 


Mr. Ancet. We have received the following telegram from Gov- 
ernor John S. Fine of Pennsylvania in behalf of this project: 


Harrissura, Pa., March 17, 1954. 
JOHN W. Dwyer, 


Care of House Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C 

Iliness prevents my attendance at the House Public Works Committee hearing 
on the Presque Isle Peninsula this morning. 

However, I wish you would stress for me that the saving of the Presque Isle 
Peninsula and the port of Erie is a major concern of my administration and 
should be an immedite concern of the Federal Government. 

At my urging the Pennsylvania General Assembly appropriated last year 
$2,500,000 in the hope that immediate action might be taken to prevent a situation 
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due to erosion that will do irreparable harm not only to the port of Erie—one of 
our largest—but which may completely cut off a recreational center enjoyed by 
many thousands of Pennsylvanians. ; 

Work to protect the port and the Presque Isle Peninsula should be undertaken 
at once. Further delay on the part of the Federal Government to do its part in 
this preventive work can only result in most costly deterioration and under no 
circumstances should be condoned. 

We have done our part in Pennsylvania. It is now incumbent upon the Federal 
Government to do their share. 

Joun §S. Fine, 
Governor of Pennsylvania, 


Awacortes Harspor, WasH. 


Mr. Ancrtx. The next project listed this morning is one on the 
opposite shores of our Nation, the Anacortes Harbor in Washington. 
It is in the district, I understand, of our colleague, the Honorable Jack 
Westland, Congressman from Washington. 

Would you like to have General Itschner explain this project first, 
Congressman Westland ? 

Mr. WestTLANp. Yes, sir. I believe that would be preferable, if it is 
agreeable with the committee. 

Mr. Ance.yz. If there is no objection we will hear from General 
Itschner. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. E. C. ITISCHNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


General Irscuner. The next project we have today is the Anacortes 
Harbor project. It is a small-boat harbor project. 

The report is submitted in compliance with a resolution adopted 
June 17, 1947, by the Committee on Public Works of the United States 
Senate. It is a review of a report on Anacortes Harbor submitted on 
May 10, 1933, with a view to determining the advisability of making 
improvements in the harbor facilities at Anacortes, Wash. The re- 
port has not been published. 

Anacortes is a town of about 7,000 population in 1950 and is located 
m the north end of Fidalgo Island, which is about 75 miles by water 
from Seattle, and about 20 miles by water from Bellingham. 

Fidalgo Island is located in Pudget Sound opposite the Strait of 
Juan de Fuca. The area around Anacortes is one which, like so 
much of the area in the Pacific Northwest, has a good deal of timber. 
There is something over 10 billion board feet of timber in the county 
shoreward of An: acortes, which is Skagit County. 

In Anacortes, therefore, there is a good deal of ac tivity rel: iting to 
the lumber industry. There are 3 sawmills and 3 shingle mills, 1 pulp 
mill, 1 plywood plant, 1 sash and door factory, and 4 boatyards. It 
is also an important fishing village and has seven salmon canneries 
besides facilities for processing crab, oysters, and shellfish. 

Anacortes is the gateway to the San Juan Islands, which are very 
famous as a recreational center. 

The commerce in 1952 amounted to 739,000 tons, most of which 
was logs and lumber products. Breaking that down it comes to 648,000 
tons of logs and 30,000 tons of lumber : ‘and forestry products; 19,000 
tons of fish and 22,000 tons of petroleum, as well as 20,000 tons for 
all other types of commerce. 
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There is based in the harbor more than 180 fishing vessels, of which 
90 are in the Capsante Waterway, which is the inner harbor. In 
excess of 285 transient fishing vessels visited the harbor of Anacortes 
during the salmon fishing and shellfish season. 

The docking facilities are extensive for a town of this size. They 
have 30 piers and wharves, two of which are owned by the Port of 
Anacortes, located in the inner harbor. Im addition to that, there 
are 18 on Guemes Strait, which bounds the city of Anacortes on the 
north, and 11 elsewhere on Fidalgo Bay, which bounds the city on 
the east, and 1 on Burrows Bay, which bounds the city on the west. 

The existing project consists of a 12-foot channel in Capsante Water- 
way. This channel is 2,850 feet long, 12 feet deep, and between 150 
and 250 feet wide. This project was constructed in 1930 by the 
Federal Government. 

In addition to this federally constructed project there is a project 
constructed by local interests 12 feet to 8 feet deep, 80 feet wide, and 
900 feet long bordering the Capsante Waterway on the north. On 
this map you are looking to the north. 

Because the area of this basin is too small properly to accommodate 
the fishing craft that are permanently based at the town of Anacortes, 
and because it is subjected to storm waves from the east resulting in 
damage to the greatly overcrowded vessels in the existing harbor, local 
interests desire that a larger basin be constructed 12 feet in depth to 
accommodate fishing boats and any recreational craft that may visit 
Anacortes or be based therein. 

This new boat basin that they desire and the one we propose would 
be 570 feet wide, extending from north to south, and 960 feet long, and 
it would be protected by a breakwater constructed of piles 380 feet 
long, located 50 feet to the east of this proposed new boat basin. 

The cost of the project estimated at 1953-cost levels is $272,300, of 
which $180,300 would be the Federal cost and $92,000 the local cost. 

The benefit-cost ratio would be 1.33 to 1. 

Local cooperation would consist of providing lands, easements and 
rights of way; holding and saving the Federal Government free from 
claims and damages; providing and maintaining adequate mooring 
facilities and public landings with service and supply facilities open 
to all on equal terms; maintaining the project in those portions of the 
basin where mooring facilities are provided by local interests; and 
contributing in cash, or the emuivelent, 14.5 percent of the cost of 
dredging and breakwater construction, which at the present time is 
estimated at $26,000. 

The Bureau of the Budget has reviewed the project and has no 
objection to it. The State of Washington approves the project, as 
does the Department of the Interior. 

[ might add that the total cost of maintenance of the existing proj- 
ect to the Federal Government has amounted to $7,188. The esti- 
mated cost of maintaining the new project to the Federal Government 
would be $4,400 per year. 

Mr. AnceLit. What type of craft, General, utilizes that harbor? 

General Irscuner. At the present time approximately 180 fishing 
vessels are permanently based in the harbor, and 285 transient fishing 
vessels, and in addition to that, a large number of recreational craft. 
In the new harbor we would be able to accommodate 330 vessels or 
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265 in addition to those that can be accommodated in the present 
harbor. 

Mr. Anoevit. Mr. Mack, have you any questions of General 
Itschner ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Did you give the benefit-cost ratio? 

General IrscHNeER. 1.33 to 1. 

Mr. Ancei. Are there any questions to my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGELL, On my left ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, General. 

Congressman Westland, we would be very happy to hear from you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Westianp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. I have 
a prepared statement here which I will leave with the committee. 
Mr. Anceiti. Without objection, it will be received and placed ir 
the record, and you may make such comments as you desire. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Westland is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JACK WESTLAND ON MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING PROJECT 
FoR ANACORTES HARBor, WASHINGTON, AS RECOMMENDED IN THE REPORT OF THE 
BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, DATED JUNE 26, 1953 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in 1930 the project for the im- 
provement of Anacortes Harbor was completed at a cost of approximately 
$70,000; two-thirds of which was borne by the Federal Government and one- 
third was contributed by local interests. 

A further report on this project was submitted on May 10, 1933, and additional 
surveys have been made since then. 

The report dated June 26, 1953, referred to above, Was made as a result of a 
resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the Senate Committee, adopted 
on June 17, 1947, and recommended certain modifications of the existing project 
which have been outlined to you today. 

The city of Anacortes, Washington, is one of the most rapidly growing com- 
munities in the Northwest. One of the reasons for this is aptly demonstrated 
by the willingness of the citizens of this community to contribute a total of 
$114,000 toward the cost of the recommended modification of the harbor project, 
whereas the amount required from the Federal Government is $147,400. 

During the last 15 years the city has tripled in size and shown even greater 
growth industrially and economically. Within the last few months the Shell 
Oil Co. has begun construction of a $75-million oil refinery at Anacortes. The 
city has bonded itself to the limit in order to provide water, sewers, power, and 
other facilities to take care of its tremendous increase in population and in- 
dustrial activity. 

The one part of this fine community that has lagged behind has been its harbor 
facilities. Located, as it is, at the extreme northern tip of Fidalgo Island, it 
is ideally situated as a location for fish canneries, as a haven for pleasure boats 
and as a shipping point and port of call for larger vessels. 

Unfortunately, the terrifically crowded condition of the small boat haven has 
caused a condition on the waterfront that is both costly and dangerous. I have 
here two recent photographs showing the crowded condition of the small-boat 
harbor. Overflow from these mooring spaces has crowded other piers in the 
vicinity to the disadvantage of all shipping. 

Large fish canneries located at Anacortes handle a substantial portion of the 
total volume of the commercial fish caught in Puget Sound. Along with the 
other harbors on Puget Sound, Anacortes has profited and will continue to profit 
from the steady increase in the salmon catch there. 
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The modification of the existing project at Anacortes, which is way overdue, 
lay be accomplished only with Federal assistance. The project is sound eco- 
omically, based on figures which were brought up to date last year. In view 
f its rapid growth in the past and its considerably brighter prospects for the 
mmediate future it seems highly probable that the figures given by the Corps 

Engineers are extremely conservative. 

In view of the many favorable factors which recommend the approval of this 
roject for construction, I respectfully urge its favorable consideration by this 
ommittee. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you. 

There are just a couple of things I would like to say about the city 

f Anacortes. First of all, Anacortes is in the midst of growing pains. 
r his town is growing very rapidly. In fact, about the fastest, I be- 
ieve, in Skagit County. A $75 million oil refinery is being built in 
the immediate vicinity of Anacortes. As a result of that the town, as 
you can well imagine, has to provide a great many facilities like sewers, 
iomes, streets, and schools, and things of that nature. 

As a result of that, the town is bonded up to the limit of its legal 
‘apacity. ‘They do not mind it. They like it fine, but, neverthless, 
they are about up to their quota in that respect. 

In spite of that, the city of Anacortes is extremely interested in this 
particular project and is willing to put up in cash a considerable 
umount for a town of that size. I believe the general said it was $26,- 
000, as he estimated it; but I would like also to say that out of the 
$89,000 which this town is supposed to provide in other facilities, 
$80,000 of that is also a cash outlay. 

In other words, these mooring facilities are going to be built by the 
town of Anacortes, and that represents cash. It is not just giving a 
piece of land or a right-of-way, or something of that nature, to the 
Federal Government, but it is actually an expenditure of funds by a 
town of 7,000 people. It seems to me that that is a rather sizable con- 
tribution for a town of that size, and in a project of this sort, where 
they are contributing very nearly half of the cost of the project. I 
think it was $115,000 as against $147,000 contributed by the Federal 
Government. 

So I believe that the city of Anacortes has shown a splendid sense 
of civic responsibility in being entirely willing to take on their share 
of the cost. 

Mr. Anoett. May I say that is certainly a very splendid spirit 
demonstrated on the part of that small town. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you. I believe it is a fact. I have been 
there a good many times and I know the people there, and I know they 
are very civic-minded. You gentlemen have seen the picture of those 
fishing boats and the crowded conditions that they are faced with. I 
leave it to you as to what might happen in the event of a fire or an 
explosion in one of those vessels. 

[ think, incidentally, probably each one of those ships might vary 
in value from $20,000 to $75,000. A little purse seiner might go for 
$20,000 and the bigger vessels run up to $75,000. I believe this is a 
good project and an important part of the growth of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Mack, have you any questions? 

Mr. Mack. No questions. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions by other members of the 
committee ? 
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(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancetn. Thank you, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. Sreep. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Anceti. May I say that our colleague, Mr. Tollefson, the 
Congressman from Washington, desires to submit a statement on this 
and other Washington projects. Without objection, that may be 
permitted and his statement may be received at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT oF Hon. THor C. ToLtLerson, MEMBER OF CoNGRESS, SIxTH DIsTRICT 01 
WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before the committee in behalf of a project that is of considerabl 
interest to the city of Tacoma, which is my home. I refer to the dredging of 
the port of Tacoma industrial waterway. The dredging would open up the 
entire length of the waterway to oceangoing vessels and would make available 
the full utilization of additional land area for industries connected with na- 
tional defense activities. 

It is my understanding that your committee will prepare and report to the 
House a new river and harbor authorization act during this session of Con- 
gress. I trust that you will give consideration to our project. 

Under the River and Harbor Act of 1945, authorization was given the Army 
engineers to dredge a part of the waterway to a depth of 30 feet, an area not 
nearer than 50 feet from established pierhead lines or, lateral limits of the 
waterway, nor 100 feet from the northerly line of East 11th Street, subject to 
certain local contribution. For reasons then existing, the port of Tacoma 
officials did not see their way clear to make that contribution. The project is 
still being considered by the Army engineers. 

The port of Tacoma plans call for an extension of the waterway south of Hast 
llth Street to Lincoln Avenue. 

In pursuance of those plans, the city has constructed a bascule concrete and 
steel bridge across the waterway at East 11th Street at a cost of $1,500,000. 
This will permit the passage of ships as far as Lincoln Avenue provided the 
channel is dredged deep enough and wide enough. 

The port of Tacoma in 1952 expended $241,000 for preliminary dredging of 
the channel between East 11th Street and Lincoln Avenue. However, to ac- 
commodate ocean traffic the channel must be dredged to a depth of 30 feet at 
mean low water and to a width of about 800 feet for a distance of approxi 
mately 3,000 feet between the two streets. 

This project is one which falls within the scope of this committee’s juris 
diction, and is an urgent one so far as the city of Tacoma is concerned. As a 
matter of fact, it is so urgent that the port of Tacoma has now contracted for 
the dredging to be done by a private concern without first having the assurance 
of contribution by the Army engineers or Congress. It is the sincere hope of 
the port officials and of our citizens that, notwithstanding this situation, Con- 
gress will give the project the same consideration it would be entitled to re- 
ceive had not the dredging contract been entered into. They believed the 
matter so urgent that they felt compelled to proceed with it without delay. 

Mr. Ance.uL. Do you have any further witnesses ? 

Mr. WesTuanp. | have nothing further. 

Mr. Sreep. If my memory serves me correctly, there is quite a 
bit of ferryboat activity in this area also. 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sreep. And it generates quite a bit of traffic. I do not know 
whether the ferryboat comes out of Anacortes. 

Mr. Westianp. Yes, sir. It comes in on the other side, Mr. Steed. 

I would like to thank the chairman and this committee for hearing 


us. 
Mr. Anceti. We thank you, Congressman. We have received state- 
ments from Senators Warren G. Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson 
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on this project which, without objection, will be included in the 
record at this point, as follows: 


STATEMENT ON IMPROVEMENT OF ANACORTES HARBOR IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
BY SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON 

Mr. Chairman, I introduced on March 12, 1954, Senate bill 3123 which pro- 
poses that the harbor at Anacortes, Wash., along the northerly shores of Fidalgo 
Island at the eastern end of the Strait of Juan de Fuca be improved and it is 
my hope that it will receive your favorable consideration and that you will 
recommend it for authorization in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill for 1954. 

The plan for the improvement proposes providing a mooring basin 12 feet 
leep, 570 feet wide, and 960 feet long, adjacent to the north side of Capsante 
Waterway, protected by a pile breakwater 380 feet long located about 50 feet 
east of the mooring basin. 

The situation in the harbor is critical and the improvement is needed to pro- 
vide for the greatly increased demand by recreational and commercial craft 
It would eliminate a fire hazard and reduce damage to vessels resulting from 
crowded mooring conditions. 

The cost of the improvements is estimated at $150,800 for the mooring basin 
ind the pile breakwater and $3,500 annually for maintenance in addition to 
that now required. 

The benefit-cost ratio has been set at 1.15 indicating that the project is eco- 
nomically feasible. 

I sincerely hope that your committee will take favorable action on this project 
so important to the business and shipping interests of the Anacortes area. 


Untrep Srares SENATE, 
March 17, 1954 
Hon. Homer ANGELL, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee. 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: At hearings held today you and your subcommittee 
heard testimony concerning the proposed project for the improvement of Ana- 
cortes Harbor in the State of Washington. 

I have been interested in this project since its inception. You may recall that, 
when a Member of the House of Representatives, I called the need for this 
improvement to the attention of the Committee on Public Works, which asked 
the Army engineers to survey the project. Senator Magnuson and I have now 
introduced in the Senate S. 3123 which would authorize the improvement. 

The city of Anacortes is a booming community. Its fast growth has lately 
been encouraged by the construction of a multi-million-dollar petroleum refinery. 
Other major industries are lumber and wood products and fishing. Expansion 
of the harbor facilities is absolutely essential to alleviate the crowded and 
dangerous conditions now threatening the large commercial fleet and numerous 
pleasure craft. The report of the Army engineers summarizes well, I believe, 
the facts that prove the value of the proposed improvement. 

The local community has made valiant efforts to solve the problem and they 
will bear close to half the cost of the project. This is a substantial investment 
for a community of this size. 

I respectfully urge favorable action by the subcommittee and the Committee 
mn Public Works. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry M. Jackson, 
United States Senate. 


Mr. Ancety. If there is nothing further, the committee will stand 
adjourned. 


(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned until 
Friday, March 19, 1954, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 19, 1954 


House or ReprresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Hargors 
or THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:20 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Mr. Ancetx. The committee will come to order. 


Crookep StoucH Harsor, Winona, Minn. 


Mr. Anceuti. We have for consideration this morning as the first 
project on the agenda the Crooked River Slough in Minnesota. 

Colonel Allen, the committee will be very glad to hear your report 
on this project. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Aten. Mr. Chairman, the resolution of the House Public 
Works Committee dated April 22, 1947, is the authority for this review 
report. That resolution of the committee directed a review of reports 
on the Mississippi River between the mouth of the Missouri River 
and Minneapolis, Minn., with a view to determining if further im- 
provement is advisable at this time to provide additional harbors 
for commercial and fishing vessels, and for recreational craft. 

This is an interim report pursuant to that comprehensive review. 

Winona, Minn., is the location of Crooked Slough. Winona is 
located on the Mississippi River about 100 miles south of St. Paul. 
There is an authorized navigation project on the Mississippi River 
which provides for a 9-foot channel by means of dams and locks. 
Crooked Slough is the name given to the waterway adjacent to Winona, 
Minn. 

In recent years the average commerce at Crooked Slough or Winona 
has been 184,000 tons. This consisted primarily of petroleum prod- 
ucts, coal, and fertilizer materials. 

There is no existing project at Crooked Slough, but the 1945 River 
and Harbor Act authorized a combination small-boat harbor and 
commercial harbor approximately 2 miles downstream on the banks 
of the Mississippi River. This authorization was later modified to 
permit the location of the small-boat harbor on Latch Island. 
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No work has been done on either the small-boat harbor or the 
commercial harbor under the act of 1945. 

The local interests desire a channel in Crooked Slough, with ter- 
minal facilities adjacent to the industrial area of the town. This 
184,000 tons I mentioned was transferred from barges agross the exist- 
ng flood-control levee, which was built by the city of Winona. They 
desire the improvement of that terminal facility to permit the actual 
construction of the bulkhead and terminal fac ilities to get the barges 
in and out from the navigable channel of the Mississippi River. 

The cost of this project as of Septe ber 1953 is $228,500. The 
annual charges as of September 1953 are $6,210 F ederal and $3,600 
non-Federal. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 4.13 to . 

Of the $86,500 non-Federal cost, $3,300 is a cash contribution by the 
local age ney which is the ad lit ‘tere il cost of pumping of the ms iterial 
which would be taken from Cro ed Slough into the area which they 
propose to develop as terminal facilities. 

Mr. Anoeiti. What was the amount of that contribution ? 

Colonel ALLEN. $3,300 cash. The balance of the $86,500 is made up 
in the construction of terminal facilities to take advantage of the 
navigation project. 

The Governor of Minnesota concurs in the findings of the Board. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report. 

The Dep irtment of the Interior offers no objection to the project. 

The Chief of Engineers concurs in the recommendations of the 
Board. 

Mr. Anceiu. What is the nature of the construction work involved 
in this project ¢ 

Colonel Aten. The major construction work would be channel 
dredging, the construction of bulkheads and facilities in connection 
with the public terminal to be developed. 

Mr. Anceiz. Is there a public terminal there now ? 

Colonel Aten. The only facility they have there now is this flood- 
control levee which is being used as a point from which they move the 
material from the barges to the trucks. There is no other public 
terminal there. 

Mr. Ancret. Is the major cargo coming in or going out; is it largely 
cargo going in one direction ? 

Colonel Aten. The major cargo is principally incoming coal, 
petroleum, and phosphates, with very negligible tonnage outbound. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is it all commercial activity ? 

Colonel AtLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anceuy. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen by members 
of the committee ? 

Mr. Macurowicz. What was the cost of the project as you gave it? 

Colonel Aten. The total first cost of the project is $228,500. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is as of September 1953? 

Colonel Atuen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macurowricz. I do not know whether I am confused or not, but 
n the report we have as of January 21, 1954, I understand the cost 
to be $138,000. 


Colonel Atten. That was January 1953. 
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Mr. Macnnowt1ez. It says January 1954 here. Is that a mistake? 

Colonel Auten. I think that was the date of the transmittal of the 
report which was based on prior estimates. : ' 

Mr. Macurowicz. This $138,000 is based on a figure as of what date? 

Colonel Auten. January 1953. } 

Mr. Macurowicz. The cost now is $228,000 ¢ 

Colonel Auten. The cost you are referring to is the total Federal 
cost of $138,800, which now compares to $142,000, 

Mr. AncEeLL. That $228,000 includes the non-Federal contribution 

Colonel ALtuEen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetn. What is the Federal cost now ? 

Colonel Atuen. It is $142,000. The non-Federal cost is $86,500, 
for a total cost of $228.500. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions of Colonel Allen ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Colonel. 

Are there any other witnesses to testify in this besides Congressman 
Andresen ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aneeitxi. Congressman Andresen, we are very happy to have 
you with us. We have completed the hearing as far as the Corps of 
Army Engineers is concerned with this project, and we are glad to 
hear you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Anpresen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I 
am grateful to you for the opportunity to appear. I must apologize 
for being late. I was just interrogating a witness on the dairy prob- 
lem, 

I am interested in the Crooked Slough project at Winona, Minn. 
I just wish to say a few words about it. 

Because of the importance of the project being authorized by this 
committee, and going through the channels that will lead up to an 
eventual appropriation of the project, I feel that I should testify in 
behalf of it, since this happens to be in my district and it is a proposi- 
tion that I have worked on for a good many years. 

About 10 or 12 years ago a project for a commercial harbor was 
authorized for Winona, Minn. An appropriation was provided, but 
then it was determined that because of the growth of the city and 
the establishment of various business and manufacturing enterprises 
along the Mississippi River at another location providing more space, 
it was decided then that the location of the commercial harbor would 
be changed and the Corps of Engineers selected Crooked Slough. 

The project will serve two purposes. One is it will aid in minimiz- 
ing flood damage and will be in the nature of a flood-control project 
because of certain installations there. Also, it will serve a tre- 
mendously useful and economic purpose as a commercial harbor. 

[ notice here an excellent map. I would like to have that in my 
office so I could look at it once in a while, because it looks very good. 
However, there are many manufacturing plants that are being lo- 
cated in that area. They are ready to spend considerable money for 
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dock facilities and other purposes there so that they can handle river 
ship ping on the Mississippi River. 

The Mississippi River, largely due to the activities of this com- 
mittee and its predecessor, the Rivers and Harbors Committee, has 
developed a channel in the Mississippi River. Barge traffic is being 
increased both for farm products and gasoline and oil. I think that 
that the future holds a lot in store for the development of industry 
and shipping up and down the Mississippi River, and particularly 
in this upper Mississippi Valley. 

The district engineer has approved this project. The division en- 
gineer at St. Louis has approved the project, and it has been approved 
by the Board of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget and has 
come now up to this point. 

I hope that this committee will see fit to include it in the new bill 
you are now preparing for presentation to the Congress during this 
session of the 83d Congress. 

Mr. Anceti. Congressman, the committee is very glad to have 
your statement. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Scupper. This seems like a very meritorious project. I wonder 
if there would be any objection to changing its name to Straight 
Slough rather than Crooked Slough if we approved the project? 

Mr. Anpresen. I do not know. When we first located it it was 
located right on the main channel of the Mississippi River. While 
Crooked Slough is on the main channel, the size of the facilities are 
so small that the ee finally felt that the authorization hereto- 
fore secured should be changed to a new location. I went along 
with it, and the peop Ss of the community went along with it, and 1 
am very glad to see it located at Crooked Slough, where we have 
ample space for an expanding facility. 

I do not think it will be changed again, at least not as long as I 
remain a Member of Congress, although I have been here a good 
long time. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions on the right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceri. Thank you, Congressman. We will be very glad to 
cvive it consideration when we get into executive session. : 

If there is nothing further on this project we will proceed to the 
next project. 


ANAHECm™ Bay Harpor, Cautr. 


Mr. ANGELL. If there is no objection we will proceed with the next 
project, which is Anaheim Bay, Calif. 

Colonel Allen, you may proceed. 

Colonel Arten. The authority for the study of the Anaheim Bay 
project is carried in the River and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946. 

Anaheim Bay is located in southern California to the south and 
east of Los Angeles. The problem at Anaheim Bay is one of erosion 
in the Seal Beach area and in the Surfside area. 

I would like to orient you with respect to the San Pedro and Los 
Angeles Harbor breakwaters. The breakwaters for the Los Angeles 
Harbor extend westward of Anaheim Bay. This area is to the south 
and east of Los Angeles. The problem of erosion has continually 
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nereased in the Surfside area until at the present time today a num- 
ber of homes have been washed out and undermined, and the erosion 
\rea is progressing to the south and east. 

The jetties at Anaheim Bay were constructed for the Navy Am- 

unition and Net Depot at Anaheim Bay. During the history of 
this erosion in the Surfside-Seal Beach area, local interests have con- 
tructed various bulkheads and groins, and after the coustruction of 
the Anaheim Bay breakwater by the Navy, the Navy built some revet- 
ments to protect their shore and deposited some fill to serve as a shore 
protection. 

In 1947, by authority of Public Law 122 of the 80th Congress, the 
Corps of Engineers deposited some 1,200,000 cubic yards of sand on 
the beach to correct this problem. That was done entirely at Federal 

xpense. Since that time erosion has continued until the situation is 
substantially what it was in 1948, It was pointed out at that time 
that the work which was done was anticipated to last approximately 
5 years. That has proven correct, and the situation has worsened an- 
other year beyond that condition which existed at that time. 

The plan of improvement recommended for the Seal Beach Surfside 
irea is one of the construction of a groin near Seal Beach pier, a beach 
fill to restore the beach in the eastern Seal Beach area, and the deposi- 
tion of dredging materials to come from the Anaheim Bay Harbor 
for protection of Surfside and shores to the east. There are no groins 
contemplated or planned in the Surfside area. 

The total cost of the Anaheim Bay project is estimated at $514,500. 

Applying the provisions of Public Law 727, which limits the par- 
ticipation of the Federal Government to one-third of the cost of 
protecting publicly owned shores, the division of costs is as folows: 
The Federal cost, $157,300, and the non-Federal cost, $357,200. 

The annual charges on the project 

Mr. Anceti. Those annual charges would be borne by 
nterests ¢ 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir except for the interest and amortization on 
the Federal participation. 

The annual maintenance will be borne by the local interests. I 
vant to noint out the maintenance charges to the local interests in a 
roblem of this sort will be in excess of $90,000. 

The maintenance plan provides for periodic nourishment or replace 
ment of the sand which the wave action and the characteristics of the 
shoreline cause to move down and drift in the direction of Sunset 
Beach and Huntington Beach. 

Mr. Ancett. Under the Beach Erosion Act that will be borne en- 
tirely by the local interests, and the Federal Government will not 
participate ¢ 

Colonel Atiten. That is correct. 

This report has been submitted to the Department of Public Works 
of the State of California. They concur in the findings, with the 
exception of the allocation of costs, and recommend that the entire 
construction cost and part of the maintenance cost be borne by the 
United States. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report, but makes no commitment with respect to appropriations. 

The Department of the Interior concurs in the report. It calls 
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attention to the fact that utilization of the tidal marshes for material 
to nourish this shore would destroy the characteristics of that area 
on which waterfowl and wildlife depend. They point out that the 
marshes provide about the only remaining opportunities for public 
waterfow! hunting in the metropolitan area of southern California. 

7 he Depart tment of the Navy approves the proposed initial dredging 
in the outer harbor, that is, the use of this area for the procurement of 
this material for the initial project ; 
regarding plans for future dredging 
harbor. 


but they make no commitment 
for the nourishment within the 


Orange Cor nty; Calif., requests that borrow areas for the fill be 
secured preferably from the Navy rather than the tidal marshlands 
previous ly me ad 

Tl e Beach Erosion Boar pone Ra. fie adoption of the project, 
and the Chief of E gy rs concurred in that recommendation. 

AN ett. Are local interests prepared to provide the contribu- 
tion which they are ae d to make under the law? 

Colonel | AtteN. The local interests have objected to the division of 
costs. They feel that the Federal Government should undertake the 
entire cost of the restoration and bear a share"in the maintenance. 

Mr. AnGeELL. It is a beach-erosion project, however 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancetx. And under the law, under a beach-erosion project only 
one-third is shared by the Federal Government ? 

Colonel AL LEN. T hat iscorrect. Under a strict ap plication of Pub- 
lic Law 727 only one-third of the first cost of protecting publicly 
owned property is shared by the Federal Government. 

Mr. ANGELL. How is the local interest contribution financed ? 

Colonel Aten. I have no information on that, Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Ancor. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen on my left? 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel Allen, has the area in the harbor from which 
you are taking material filling in, and is it necessary to be dredged ? 

Colonel Arten. No,sir. It is not in the order of maintenance dredg- 
ing. It is just a borrow area we are using as a source of material 
for fill. 

Mr. Scupper. 
harbor ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir. 

Mr. Scupprer. However, it does seem to be a logical place to get the 
sand necessary for the fill? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is the cheapest source. 

Mr. Scupper. Is that the only reason for taking it out of the harbor ? 

Colonel Atten. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Macurowricz. A portion of this beach is privately owned, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Macurowicz. I notice in paragraph 5 of your report you say: 


, is it not? 


But has that been filled in to the detriment of the 


Local interests * * * believe that the shore problems are 


due to structures 
built by the Federal Government. 


Does the Corps of Engineers concur in that opinion ? 
Colonel Atzen. The cause of erosion at Seal Beach and Surfside is 
attributable to a number of things. We must bear in mind the fact 
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that this area in a state of nature was nourished by material which was 
brought down by the Los Angeles River and the San Gabriel River 
to the north and west of it. 

With the construction of the Long Beach breakwater and San Pedro 
breakwater and the flood-control and river-control measures on the 
Los Angeles River, they have affected the e ntire regimen of this shore, 

so that the nourishment which was formerly brought down by these 
ivers is not available any longer to nourish this portion of this shore, 
and also the areas to the south and east of it. 

The erection of the breakwaters effectively prevents any material 
brought down by the rivers from being subjected to wave action and 

arried down the shoreline as it would be if the structures were not 
there. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Are these breakwaters federally constructed ? 

Colonel AtteN. Yes, sir. They are the approved project for the 
Los Angeles Harbor. 

Mr. ANGELL. Long Beach is on the extreme end of the map ? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is up here at the western end and the breakwater 
extends along the entire frontage of Long Beach. 

Mr. Ancetx. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen to my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnceLi. Any questions to my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. ANGELL. We thank you, Colonel. 

We have with us our colle: ague, James B. Utt of California, who is 
very much interested in this project. Congressman, we are very happy 
to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name 

James BL. Utt. I represent the 28th Congressional District of 
Southern California, in which is located this proposed project. 

I am not going to take very much time because I have with me the 
engineers from the district and the county and the county board of 
supervisors. However, I do want to point out to you that this project 
was started under old Public Law 525, in which there was no local 
participation required. It was contemplated at that time that such 
measures should be paid for entirely by the Federal Government. 

Mr. AnGce.u. That was before the enactment of this last Act? 

Mr. Urr. That is correct. Prior to Public Law 727 under which the 
present report was submitted, although it had been started under a 
prior law. 

In 1947, as Colonel Allen says, there was an emergency oppropria- 
tion to stablize the beach until this report could be ¢ omple ted. It has 
been some 7 years now that it has been studied, and it is finally coming 
before the Congress. 

I would like to say that our county is not in the habit of asking the 
Federal Government for funds for local improvements. We are 
voting bond issues every year for flood control on our rivers and low- 
lands, but we have a project here for which we think the Federal 
Government is completely responsible. 
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Prior to the entrance into World War II, when the Navy came into 
Orange County and placed the Anaheim Net Depot there and the 
ammunition dump, those areas had voted bonds themselves to sta- 
bilize that shore. They are still paying the taxes on those bonds and 
the shore was stabilized. But immediately, with the installation of 
the jetties for the ammunition depot the erosion began and it has 
reached serious proportions. We have pictures here of the situation. 

We do not feel that the area is financially able to carry out its allo- 
cated proportion under Public Law 727, and we do feel that it is an 
obligation of the Federal Government because they created the 
situation. 

Of course, it started many years back, probably in 1904 or 1905, 
when the Sam Pedro breakwater was installed. Each year they have 
added to that until it is miles long, reaching almost into Orange 
County. 

Long Beach City installed certain projects which have stopped the 
flow of sand which should normally nourish those beaches. The final 
blow was the installation by the Navy of the net depot. 

We do not feel that the engineering was entirely proper. It was 
hasty and done under emergency action, and the drift of the current 
is very detrimental to that shore. 

I would like to present as the next witness Mr. Jack Wooley, who 
is the engineer for Orange County as well as for the Seal Beach-Surf 
Side area. 

Mr. Ancetu. Before we hear the engineer, Congressman, there may 
be some questions from members of the committee. 

[s this area within the corporate limits of Long Beach? 

Mr. Urr. No,sir. It is all within Orange County. 

Mr. Anceuu. Is it an incorporated city, or what is the nature of 
the political subdivision ? 

Mr. Urr. The portion to the northwest of the harbor is the incor- 
porated city of Seal Beach, starting here. This is county property, 
and this is all county property, with no incorporated area here at all 
from here clear down to the city of Newport Beach. 

Mr. Ancety. If the project were authorized as a beach erosion 
project in which the local interests pay two-thirds of the cost in which 
the area or political subdivisions would have to participate, how would 
it be arranged ¢ 

Mr. Urr. It would have to be apportioned to the city of Seal Beach, 
and either a portion to the county or else some shore-protection dis- 
trict would have to be organized. 

Mr. Anceti. Would the State government or the county govern- 
ment assume that obligation ? 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman, I have the chairman of the county board 
of supervisors here and I would rather have him discuss that angle 
with you. 

Mr. Ancexy. Are there any questions from my left of our colleague? 

Mr. Oaxman. Mr. Chairman, of the frontage you speak of at Seal 
Beach there is a total of 13,400 feet. It points out 10,200 feet of that 
frontage is publicly owned and 3,200 feet are privately owned. It 
states specifically 900 is owned by the Federal Government. 

Is the remaining part owned by the State or county? That is, the 
remaining portion of public frontage ? 
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Mr. Urr. Perhaps I did not follow your figures there on the pri- 
vately serial Anything that is not privately owned is either owned 
by the city of Seal Beach or the State of California. 

Mr. OakMan. It is devoted to general public use anyway ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Oakman. It points out here that beaches are used extensively 
for public recreation purposes. In view of that, it does seem that 
the existing formula then is somewhat out of gear. If you were to 
apply a general formula of the privately owned prope rty to the total 
publicly owned property, less than one-quarter of it is privately owned 
at Seal Beach. Therefore it would seem that the formula is not 
realistic there. 

Mr. Macurowticz. I think that formula applies whether it is publicly 
owned or privately owned. 

Mr. Oaxman. I think there is a big difference in my mind as to 
whether private individuals are going to be enriched by the carrying 
out of a project or whether the gener ral public will benefit from it. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. OakMan. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. If you have private property and the Federal Gov- 
ernment puts in an installation that destroys that private property, 
then they most certainly have a moral obligation to correct the situa- 
tion. It would be a responsibility of the Federal Government. 

If a Federal airplane drops on your home, and your home burns 
or is destroyed as a result, the Government usually assumes respon- 
sibility for the damage. This is a rather similar situation, where 
the construction by the Federal Government has ruined the facilities 
that were available and usuable prior to those installations being 
put in. 

If the Federal Government does cause a damage, their responsibility 
is much greater than if the damage was done ‘by natural causes. 

Mr. Anoeu. If the gentleman from Michigan will yield, I think « 
good deal will depend on whether this project is prosecuted as a beach 
erosion project or as a general river and harbor project. If it is a 
beach erosion project under the law we are limited to one-third con- 
tribution by the Federal Government, and two-thirds by local in- 
terests. Now, it is immaterial what local interests provide that por- 
tion, whether it is county, State, or city. Whatever local area it may 
be, it must put up two-thirds and the Federal Government one-third, 
because we are limited under the generic law to that. But if it is 
prosecuted as a river and harbor project as it was originally antici- 
pated, then it is a different proposition altogether and what you are 
saying will apply, of course. 

Mr. Oaxman. In answer to Mr. Scudder’s statement, do we agree 
that this remedial work is necessary here because of the Federal 
project ¢ 

Mr. Urr. That is our contention. 

Mr. Oaxman. Youclaim it isa 100 percent liability ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. At least a moral liability. 

Mr. Urr. It is not a legal liability, but we feel it is, and we draw 
no distinction between publicly owned and privately owned property 
if the damage does flow from a Federal installation. 
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Mr. Oaxman. I can agree with you on that point as well as our dis- 
tinguished colleague from California, Mr. Scudder. If that is the 

se, Mr. Chairman, it would seem like it is similar to a case in a city, 
which often happens, where a water main bursts and a man’s basement 
is washed out and his stock is ruined, and so forth. There is no legal 
liability there. The corporation counsel used to inform us of that. 
But we would take care of the taxpayer because he was harmed through 
no fault of his own. 

Mr. Aneevi. .\re there any further questions by members of the 
committee / 

Mr. Macurowicz. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I understand this is before us as a beach erosion project. There is 
no question about it. That is what it is. Whether the Federal struc- 
tures did contribute to the present situation or not, we have it before 
us as a beach erosion project and our participation, as the chairman 
stated, in such cases is limited to one-third. 

[ would like to ask the Congressman, if the committee should de- 
termine that our participation is limited to one-third, then are the 
local interests prepared to supply the other two-thirds ¢ 

Mr. Urr. Again, Mr. Machrowicz, I would like to defer that to our 
chairman of the board of supervisors, who is more prepared to speak 
on that than Iam. 

Before I leave the stand, I would like to say Representative John 
Phillips is unable to come here. He used to represent this district, 
but it was taken out of his district last year, and he may want to file 
a statement. 

Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, that permission may be granted. 

Mr. AnceLL. You may call your witnesses, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Jack Woolley of the engineering firm of Harrison & 
Woolley 

Mr. Ancrett. Mr. Woolley, the committee is very glad to hear 
you. 

Do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF JACK WOOLLEY, OF HARRISON & WOOLLEY, 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Woottxy. I have no prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceit. You may proceed and you may stand or be seated. 

Mr. Woottey. I would like to use the map prepared by the Army, 
if I may. 

Mr. Ance.u. Very well. There is a pointer over there. 

Mr. Woottey. The problem you gentlemen are studying is the 
subject of a report of the United States Corps of Engineers. Such 
report, as explained by Colonel Allen, has been studied by the Orange 
County Seal Beach interests. The report is extensive and conc lusive. 
They have done a very fine and thorough job of explaining the condi- 
tions. 

The city of Seal Beach and the County of Orange have been faced 
with these erosion problems for quite a number of years. Going back 
to the turn of the century, when this area was more or less of a rural 
area, the natural constal drift and the flow from the rivers carrying 
the sand to the beach from the mountains maintained these Los 
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Angeles County beaches. At the turn of the century, when the con- 
struction began of the Los Angeles Harbor and Los Angeles River 
flood-contro] projects and water-conservation projects in the moun- 
tains, then the natural balance that nature had maintained up to 
that time began being disturbed. 

As a result of the construction of these breakwaters and _ flood- 
control dams, the natural accretions at the beaches were stopped. 

In 1940 the Corps of Engineers submitted a report on the erosion 
study from Newport to Seal Beach. In whole the county of Orange 
and the city of Seal Beach and other local interests agreed with that 
report. 

In 1941 the city of Seal Beach, which by the way is a very small 
town and which is bordered on the west by the city of Long Beach— 
the boundaries are common—and the county of Orange is also at the 
eastern city limits of Long Beach—this small town which had a 
population at that time of 3,500 people, voted a bond issue of $200,- 
000 and began stabilizing their beach as closely in accordance with 
the Army engineers’ report as they could with the limited funds 
available. 

They built an east jetty about at this location. This was the original 
west jetty which had been constructed in 1938 and 1939. They built 
another jetty here and 3 timber groins in here, and dredged out this 
little harbor here, and put the sand in an amount of 300,000 cubic 
yards on the beach. 

The beach-erosion plans that the city constructed stabilized the 
beach from 1941 until the Navy took over. In 1944 the Navy came in 
under wartime measures and took over the harbor. They moved out 
200 houses of the city of Seal Beach that were along this peninsula, 
and they began the construction of the harbor. Immediately after- 
ward sharp erosion began at the Surf Side area at this point of the 
jetty while the construction was under way. 

Seal Beach and Orange County just feel that their problems had 
been a in 1941. They feel that the breakwater which is offshore 
and the Navy’s breakwaters both east and west began their troubles. 
[he erosion which has been occurring ever since it first began in this 
corner of Surf Side and which has continued since, they feel is not 
their fault. This erosion has continued except for the interruption 
when the Corps of Engineers put over a million cubic yards on this 
beach here. At that time in 1948 Seal Beach between the pier and 
the Navy jetty had been fairly stable. With the continuation of the 
offshore breakwater and the dock as it proceeded down the coast, 
we had this action which eventually began to move along this west 
jetty in the Navy harbor. That is the damaging action that has 
occurred and ruined the Seal Beach beach between the west pier and 
the jetty. 

The material that was in this area has been moved down the coast 
toward Long Beach. It was not lost except in this area. 

I think it would be nice if the committee now would look at some 
pictures we have showing what the damage amounted to. 

Mr. Ancetn. We have this large portfolio here and the committee 
is looking at the pictures. I noticed that some of them show the 
water right up to the buildings and the people are standing in the 
water. Is that a condition that exists only in times of high tide? 
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Mr. Wootzry. It exists periodically—mostly in the winter months, 
when the storms are a little worse than in the summertime. It has 
existed as recently as last month. In the month of November five 
houses in the Surf Side area fell into the ocean. In the Seal Beach 
area the city constructed a sand dike which they have dredged up 
with the help of the Navy and the county, and they have built this 
sand dike up against the houses that you see in those pictures. 

Mr. AncELL. I noticed that in the pictures, Mr. Woolley. Has that 
proved to be effective in keeping the water out ? 

Mr. Woottey. Phenomenally so. We could not understand why it 
would withstand those terrific onslaughts, but it has done that for 2 
years now. 

Mr. AnGe.y. Would that protect the entire area or just a portion 
of it? 

Mr. Woot.ey. No. It only protects the beach proper. The first 
tide this year went over that dike and flooded out with 2 feet of 
water the apartments behind it and the recreational area. The beach 
is not open and cannot be used by the recreational crowds that come 
down there. The same is true of Surf Side. The condition is so 
bad that people cannot use the beaches. The people in the summer- 
time amount to 5,000 people a day in those 2 beach areas, and those 
people have been stopped from using the beaches. 

The city of Seal Beach and the ‘county of Orange both feel that 
this responsibility is fully a Federal obligation. They had their 
beaches maintained when this damaging effect from the jetties oc- 
curred. We have made representations as such to the different gov- 
ernmental agencies and to the Congress. 

In conclusion I would like just to add that the problem to the people 
in Seal Beach and in Surf Side is their life’s blood, you might say. 
They do not have the funds in a little town like that with which to 
build expensive beach-erosion projects any further than they have 
gone in that direction up to now. The same is true in the county. 
The smal] 3,000 feet of beach represented by the—— 

Mr. Anceiv. Will you point-out on the map how far Seal Beach 
extends? 

Mr. Woottry. It extends from the San Gabriel River to a line 
approximately through the Navy beach. Part of the naval ammuni- 
tion depots is in the city of Seal Beach. 

Mr. Ancett. So Seal Beach would not be responsible for the entire 
project ? 

Mr. Woortey. No. The actual city limits line is somewhere 
through this area. Surf Side is a privately owned beach about 3,000 
feet in length. 

Mr. Anceti. Would you point out on the map how far this project 
would continue if authorized ? 

Mr. Woottry. The project as set up in the Corps of Engineers’ re- 
port for that east Seal Beach segment is from the pier here to the 
jetty; and the Surf Side segment from the root of the Navy jetty, 
or approximately some 3,000 feet east to Anderson Street. 

Mr. ANGELL. Was it Seal Beach that had the bond issue of $200, 000 ? 

Mr. Wooutry. It was the city of Seal Beach that had the bond issue. 

Mr. Anceti. Were those bonds all sold? 
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Mr. Wootzey. Yes, they were. When the Navy purchased the area 
from the city. 

Mr. AnceLL. The money was expended in that project? 

Mr. Woo.ttey. Yes. 

Mr. ANGELL. Have any of the bonds been repaid. 

Mr. Woottey. I believe so. I am not certain on that. 

Mr. Ancor... If this project were authorized as a beach erosion 
project are local interests willing and able to provide two-thirds of 
the cost ¢ 

Mr. Wootztey. No. Definitely not. 

Mr. AnceLL. Have you any further statement, Mr. Woolley? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes, one more. The surf side area and people at 
Seal Beach formed a water district consisting of about 85 homes. 
They assessed themselves something like two or three dollars per $100 
of assessed value and they also built 3 or 4 small wooden groins 
amounting to about $10,000. 

Mr. Anceti. Were they effective ? 

Mr. Wooutey. Yes, sir. They have been effective. In this last 
storm when those groins were uncovered they began working. In the 
last storm in November and December it took out one of the groins. 
The last groin of the city of Seal Beach at the root of the Navy jetty 
was destroyed by the storm. The others are stable. 

Mr. Anceti. Are they constructed of sand, or what? 

Mr. Wootiey. They are constructed of timber piling and waling, 
as so forth. 

Mr. Anoety. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Woolley, as I look at the map it rather appears 
that the two jetties that enclose the harbor comprise at least two- 
thirds of the beach from the groin to surf side. There is no washing 
effect. inside the harbor; is there? 

Mr. Wootiry. No. That is correct, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Is the Federal beach land that is shown there in 
the harbor ? 

Mr. Woottry. Yes. This stretch of beach from the west jetty and 
Anaheim Bay Harbor is the boundary of the Navy on the west. The 
distance from here to the east Navy boundary is far in excess of one- 
quarter or one-third. The actual frontage that was used in the Army 
report, I do not know how they arrive at that. 

Mr. Scuppver. Then the area inside the harbor has sufficient sand 
for beach purposes, but the building of the various jetties has taken 
away the beaches in these other areas? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. That seems very evident. Evidentaly there is a 
swirling motion to the waves which dig out the beach land rather 
than deposit more sand. Do you believe if the groins are put it at 
intervals that that will hold the sand in place? 

Mr. Woottry. Except in the instance of the base of the jetty. We 
do not think that is sufficient construction. This force of the water 
comes down the jetty and it is accelerated as it reaches the shore. 
Those waves pile up with a great force behind them. You can see it 
in those pictures. There is one especially which is taken at this point 
looking in here, and it shows that action, in effect. The waves are 
piling t up and the destructive damage occurs. It diminishes as it goes 
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ast along the shore. It would diminish further with the groins, as 
suggested in the omy report. 

The effect of a groin at this particular point had just been illus- 
trated when oe city of Seal Beach’s groin was washed out by this 
destructive action. 

We believe as engineers, in contradiction to the Corps of Engineers, 
that a spur must be constructed on these jetties to protect them from 
that terrible force and keep it from going into shore. And the same 
thing on the west side. 

Mr. Scupper. As a layman with some engineering background, and 
looking at the situation as it exists here. I would think that a short 
jetty running at right angles to the southerly jetty, would stop the 
washing that occurs along the jetty, and would prevent the eroding 
effect at the beach line. 

Mr. Woorry. We believe sincerely that would accomplish that ob- 
jective. When the Army built the jetties at Newport Harbor we had 
a similar situation there. The Army did put a spur on the jetty and 
it did stop that corrosive action. We have had no trouble at Newport 
since that spur was constructed there. 


That concludes my statement. 
? 


Mr. Anoetxi. Mr. Machrowicz, any questions? 
Mr. Macurowrcz. No, sir. 

Mr. Ancriu. Are there any further questions from my left? 
(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancewy. If not, we thank you, Mr. Wooley. 
Congressman Utt, you may call your next witness. 


Mr. Urr. May TI call Mr. Willis Warner, chairman of our Orange 


County Board of Supervisors? 
Mr. Ancerx. Mr. Warner, the committee is very glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIS H. WARNER, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Warner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Mr. 
Wooley— 

Mr. Anceti. May I ask you first, before you proceed with your 
testimony, for the purpose of the record if this project were considered 
by the committee as a beach-erosion project under the law and re- 
quired a two-thirds contribution by the local interests and a one-third 
contribution from the Federal Government, are your local interests 
prepared and willing to provide the two-thirds of the cost that would 
be called for under the law ? ’ 

Mr. Warner. We are not in a position to do that, Mr. Chairman. 
Locally we do not feel it is in the nature of an erosion project. We 
feel the erosion is the end result of what is happening, and that the 
project is not primarily an erosion project. 

Mr. Anceri. You may proceed. 

Mr. Warner. It is a project to repair damage caused by certain 
works. 

Mr. Near. You feel like it is a Government-made erosion. Is that 
right ? 

Mr. Warner. It isa Government-made hazard, whether it is erosion, 
or whatever it might be. It is a damage caused in our opinion by 
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Federal works. We do not claim that the Federal Government has 
a legal responsibility. We feel that they have a moral responsibility, 
the same as we might have in local government if, through some works 
of ours, we caused a damage that we should at least reasonably repair 
or protect against. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee, if I might, to 
the fact that I believe the United States Army engineers have made 
a very fine report. We have found them tobe very cooperative in 
working on projects. The interpretation as to what the program or 
the project it is not for us to say, as to how they should interpret it. 

Mr. Aneet. May I interrupt to ask if a number of the buildings 
there have been destroyed by the action of the tides? 

Mr. Warner. It has been in this last winter’s storm. Five buildings 
were destroyed then. There are some 35 that are partially destroyed 
or which have had to be vacated due to the undermining action of the 
water and due to the washing out of sewers and water facilities con- 
nected with the buildings that make them uninhabitable. 

We have had to close one area. In general the statement of Mr. 
Woolley has laid the background for the conditions as they existed 
there previous to the time of the installation of the Seal Beach ammu- 
nition and net depot, and the building of the harbor jetties. At the 
time that this was contemplated, as soon as we learned about it and 
were able to get some idea as to what the construction might be, or 
the intent of the construc tion, I had the opportunity of contacting the 
Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks in a Me to Long Beach and 
to this area when they were starting work. called his attention to 
the fact that I felt, from discussing it with *, dou engineers, that 
the construction of the harbor jetties at the angle proposed would 
create a problem, and we wanted to get on record that we felt that 
there was a hazard there. 

In that same year at a meeting of the American Beach and Shore 
Preservation Association at Chicago, one of our county engineers, Mr. 
Patterson, and myself attended that meeting. At the meeting there 
were members of the United States Beach Erosion Board. Through 
the courtesy of Mr. O’Brien from the University of California, a 
civilian member of that Board, the Board met and gave us an oppor- 
tunity to present to them the picture that we saw was coming through 
this construction. It was exceedingly interesting to me to find that a 
number of port engineers and authorities, particularly from the At- 
lantic coast line and some from the gulf coast were interested to see 
what this project was. 

When we unfolded a map and outlined what it was it was imme- 
diately taken away from us in general discussion as to the problem that 
was going to be created, and how you would solve the problem. 

We filed with the United States Beach Erosion Board a report and 
statement, and at the time we forwarded copies to Washington. I 
have one of the previous reports of one of our engineers, who called 
attention to the fact, and I would like to quote this from his report. 
This was a report made in 1951, and in his report he quotes and says: 

Pursuant to the act of Congress under Public Law 525 of the 79th Congress 
approved July 24, 1946, the district engineer submitted a preliminary report on 
Anaheim Harbor, with a view to shore protection, to the Chief of Engineers on 
April 1, 1947. 
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I think that report was the basis on which the emergency appropria- 
tion was secured to provide temporary relief pending ‘the dev elopment 
of the comprehensive or constructive plan to eliminate the situation. 


The report of the district engineer concluded that “further investigations are 
warranted at this time. A satisfactory and economically justified plan of im- 
provement probably can be developed for preservation of the eroding shoreline 
downecoast from Anaheim Harbor. The erosion has been caused largely by 
harbor improvements to the west of Orange County, and has been accelerated by 
the construction of Anaheim Bay Harbor, which is owned by the United States.” 

Following this preliminary report the Chief of Engineers directed 
the district engineer to proceed with the completion of the report, and 
there was a great deal of consideration given to the possible extension 
of that Long Beach breakwater down into the Orange County area, 
which possibly would solve the problem in front of this particular 
area, and possibly move the hazard farther down. That would be a 
matter to be determined later. 

But we feel, gentlemen, that with regard to the original amount of 
erasion damage, we were in a position to have taken care of it locally 
and were taking steps on it and making progress in the taking care of 
it. We feel that the situation we are facing now is due primarily to 
the public works constructed by the Federal Government, and that 
this particular unit has accelerated that to such an extent that it is 
beyond the power of local authorities to keep up with it. 

I would like to call attention to one face. During the construction 
of these jetties on the east side, before the work was completed, the 
erosion became so pronounced that he Navy was required to put in a 
concrete revetment to keep the ocean from going on through into the 
harbor. They constructed a rock revetment the whole length of their 
property over to the Surf Side area to keep the ocean from cutting 
through into Anaheim Harbor in that area. 

We feel it is a project in which the Government has a definite 
responsibility, and we would urge your favorable consideration on that 
basis. 

Mr. Ancei.. Mr. Scudder, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Scupper. I believe not. 

Mr. Anoeti. Mr. Machrowicz. 

Mr. Macurowrcz. Just one question. 

I believe you expressed your concurrence with the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ report. Is that right? 

Mr. Warner. [ concur in the general principles of the report for 
correction. I think there should be probably some additional facilities 
constructed there in order to maintain the sand for a longer period, but 
in general the report is correct. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I call your attention to the fact that the Chief of 
Engineers recommends as follows: 

Accordingly, I recommend adoption of projects by the United States authorizing 
Federal participation by the contribution of Federal funds in an amount equal to 
the portion of the cost applicable to protecting the federally owned frontage 
plus one-third of the first cost of measures for the restoration and protection of 
the other publicly owned portions of the shore in Orange County, Calif. 

Mr. Warner. We don’t concur in that. We concur in the principle 
of protection as defined in his report, and not as to his findings. 

Mr. Anegti. Dr. Neal, any questions? 
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Mr. Neat. I do not think so. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Oakman ? 

Mr. OakMaAn, No questions. 

Mr. Warner. Mr. Chairman, if I might for the record, the mayor 
of Seal Beach and the council authorized me in making the presenta- 
tion to speak on their behalf, as well as the county of Orange. 

Mr. ANnceti. Very well. The record will so indicate. Have you 
ny further statements / 

Mr. Urr. No further statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AnceLi. We thank you very much for your cooperation with 
the committee. 

Colonel Atuen. May I make a few explanatory remarks, if you 

ave the time, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Anceii. Yes, indeed, Colonel. 

Colonel Auten. The question of frontage that was considered for 
ederal participation was brought up. I would like to point out 
that the frontage considered was not limited to Seal Beach and the 
areas shown here in light green at Surf Side. It was carried on down 
here to Sunset Beach because it was recognized as these gentlemen 
pointed out that if this condition were allowed to continue, eventually 
the problem area would move to the south and east at a rate estimated 
to be one mile per year. 

The frontage considered in determining the Federal share went as 
far south as Sunset Beach, even though at this time or at the time of 
the report, Sunset Beach was not yet suffering erosion. But we have 
seen theer over the period of the last year or 6 months, particularly, 
that this material which has been progressively ending at Surf Side 
is no longer available for the waves to move. The waves have a certain 
competence to move a certain yardage of material. If it is not avail- 
able here, the waves will continue to get their load at locations farther 
downdrift. Unless the beach is nourished from some outside source 
the erosion zone will continue to expand down the coast of California, 
so that the points made by the gentlemen are correct in that the situa- 
tion, if not corrected in the area now eroding, will gradually enlarge 
to the south and east. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is it the view of the Army engineers that this is a 
heach-erosion project ? 

Colonel Aten. It was treated as such because the basic authority 
said “with a view to shore protection.” Public Law 727, which was 
passed subsequent to the basic law, was interpreted to the sense of 
Congress with respect to beach erosion. 

Mr. Aneriu. The report of the Corps of Engineers is based on the 
premise that it is a beach-erosion project ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupprr. There is no disposition on the part of the engineers 
then to recognize this as a condition existent and caused by certain 
jetty construction from the standpoint of damages ? 

Colonel Auten. It is recognized in the report as consequential dam- 
age due to the construction of a number of structures—the Anaheim 
Bay jetties, the Long Beach breakwater, and the improving of the 
rivers I previously mentioned. 

Mr. Scupper. Then it will be a matter of determination by this 
committee as to whether the damage was actually caused by the 
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construction of jetties, or whether we are going to proceed under the 
new law to remedy beach erosion. 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. There are two theories to this, I believe. 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. The general law for beach-erosion work and beach 
protection does not take into consideration some conditions precedent 
which had caused the condition. 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. 

Mr. Aneeii. We thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Oaxman. Can I ask the colonel one more question, Mr. Chair- 
man ¢ 

Mr. Anceti. You may. 

Mr. Oaxman. Do you feel, Colonel, that this work is now all neces- 
sary because of previous undertakings that the Federal Government 
had made there ? 

Colonel Aten. I would have to go back again, sir, to the condition 
of this shoreline in nature before any man-made structures were there. 
The fact that this shore was nourished by streams which carried mate- 
rial into the Los Angeles Harbor, and that prior to the construction 
of the Federal breakwaters the wave pattern was such that they were 
competent to carry this material on down and nourish the beaches; 
and the combination and sequence of the construction of the control 
measures on the rivers and breakwaters at Anaheim, all had an effect 
on the entire shoreline of this area. 

Mr. Oaxkman. You would feel quite an appreciable effect, would 
you not! 

Colonel Atien. Yes, one that would alter the regimen of that area 
appreciably. 

Mr. Oaxman. So that there does seem to be a moral responsibility 
on the part of the Government over the one-third permitted by the 
existing law. Do you care to comment on that? 

Colonel Autien. I think it has been held that these were all built 
for the public interest—both the flood-control measures and the break- 
waters. This, of course, was also built for the public interest. 

Mr. Anceii. Colonel, was the damage caused by any errors on the 
part of the Army engineers in any of that construction work? Were 
there any errors in the plans or construction of the remedial projects 
that were put in? Did the damage arise by reason of erroneous con- 
struction ¢ 

Colonel Atien. No,sir. That was implicit in the purpose for which 
the major project was designed. When we put a flood-control dam 
on the Los Angeles River that affected the material by impounding 
it and preventing it from reaching the shoreline. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Is there not a series of factors, and these Federal 
structures are just one of the series ? 

Colonel Aruten. That is correct. 

Mr. Ance.y. If there is nothing further, the committee will stand 
adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 23, 1954 


House or REepresENTATIVES, 
Comm™irree on Pustic Works, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chairmar 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ancety. The meeting is called this morning to consider H. R. 
8390, introduced by our colleague, Mr. Mack, and H. R. 8377, intro- 
duced by myself. They are companion bills and both identical. The 
purpose of the bill is to increase the authorization for the Columbia 
River Basin project scme $16 million in order to keep the construc- 
tion work, which is now under way, going. 


(H. R. 8377 and H. R. 8390 are as follows :) 
[H. R. 8377, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the prosecution of projects 
in the Columbia River Basin for flood control and other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (b) under the title “Colum- 
bia River Basin” in section 204 of the Flood Control Act approved May 17, 1950, 
as amended by Public Law 75, Eighty-third Congress, approved June 22, 1953, 
is hereby further amended by striking out “$150,000,000” and substituting in lieu 
thereof “$166,000,000”. 


{H. R. 8390, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the prosecution of projects 
in the Columbia River Basin for flood control and other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (b) under the title “Colum- 
bia River Basin” in section 204 of the Flood Control Act approved May 17, 
1950, as amended by Public Law 75, Eighty-third Congress, approved June 22, 
1953, is hereby further amended by striking out “$150,000,000” and substituting 
in lieu thereof “$166,000,000”. 


Mr. Anoetx. The authorization is not sufficient, as I understand 
it, to provide for that, and a portion of the moneys is needed to 
strengthen the bill that passed the House recently, that is, the ap- 
propriation bill, the reason being there is no authorization for $5 
million. We will ask the colonel to explain this bill. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM WHIPPLE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Wurerte. As the committee knows, the comprehensive 
plan for the Columbia River Basin has been authorized over a series 
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of years. The first major portion, authorized in 1938, was the seven 
reservoirs in the Willamette Basin; that authorization has been added 
to in subsequent Flood Control Acts, the last of which was the Flood 
Control Act of 1950. A number of other projects throughout the 
Columbia Basin were added to the plan in that authorization. 

Some of these projects are under construction, and others are not. 
The monetary authorization has been limited, these projects gener 
ally not having a monetary authorization equal to their total esti 
mated cost. This matter was handled last year by an addition of 
$75 million to the monetary authorization. That authorization is 
not quite sufficient to cover the current budget presentation to the 
Congress. ‘Therefore the Appropriations Committee of the House 
in their report included the following language pertaining to the 
Dalles Dam: 

Funds in the amount of $29 million have been allocated for the Dalles 
lock and dam, Oregon and Washington, a reduction of $5,100,000 in the budget 
request. This reduction is based in part on unobligated and unexpended balances 
estimated to be in excess of $6 million at the end of the present fiscal year. 
The project, however, is a part of the comprehensive Columbia River Basin 
program for which $267,300,000 has been authorized to be appropriated. Actual 
appropriations through fiscal year 1954 total $232,991,600. Funds requested in 
the President’s budget were greatly in excess of the remaining authorization of 
$34,308,400. Rather than arbitrarily reduce the various projects to be within 
the authorized amount the committee has limited the funds available for 
the Dalles project to an amount sufficient to place basinwide appropriations 
with the present statutory limit. 

The total projects covered by this authorization, including those on 
vhich construction has not been initiated, have a total estimated 
cost of $1,905,766,775. 

The figures given in the House report are correct. There is ap 
proximately a $5 million deficiency in the monetary authorization 
required for the appropriation of the funds that were in the President’s 
budge t. 

The effect of this bill will be to provide sufficient monetary author- 
ization so that appropriations could be made equal to the amount in 
the President’s budget; and in addition the bill will provide an addi- 
tional monetary authorization of $11 million to take care of the possible 
additional appropriation to maintain the Dalles Dam on its current 
power schedule to produce power in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Anocern. As I understand it, Colonel Whipple, the $16 mil- 
lion is necessary if that project is continued full speed ahead under 
present construction plans by the Army engineers? 

Colonel Wutrrte. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. If you do not spend the $11 million on the construction 
of the dam, you will be 12 months behind in the production of power 
from that dam. Is that true, Colonel? 

Colonel Wurrrte. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Do not the Army engineers’ figures show that if the 
dam is delayed 1 year the loss in power will be about $9 million ? 

Colonel Wurrrtr. The total value of that power would be 
$11,800,000. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, the Government will lose $11,800,000 in 
power revenues if we do not keep this Dalles Dam project thing on 
schedule ? 
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Colonel Wurerte. That is correct, sir. That is the cash money 
return which is lost by a 12-month delay in the production of power 
at the Dalles Dam. 

Mr. Mack. What is the size and the generating capacity of this 
dam # 

Colonel Wrippte. It is 1,092,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Mack. How many generators? 

Colonel Wurippie. A total of 14 initially. 

Mr. AnceE.LL. It is true, is it not, Colonel, that the demand for power 
in that area will take up this new generation from this dam as rapidly 
as those generators are put into action ? 

Colonel Wiirrte. That is correct. There is no doubt that the 
overall needs for power in the Columbia Basin are much more than 
the volume of power that can be produced even if the Dalles Dam is 
kept on schedule. The statement of the governors of the four Pacific 
Northwest States has been made a matter of record in previous hear- 
ings, and I don’t think there is any question but that that power is 
needed by the area. It is very low cost power and has been scheduled 
for some time. 

If the Congress sees fit to appropriate the money, the power pro- 
duced will be used by the commercial and industrial and residential 
demands that are now growing in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Ancretx. Colonel Whipple, it is also true, is it not, that this dam 
is located in the central portion of the distribution area, and is more 
centrally located than any other dam except Bonneville, and is con- 
tiguous to Portland, so that there will be less expense in transmission 
and less loss in transmission from this dam than from Grand Coulee, 
for instance ? 

Colonel Wrirrte. Yes, sir. And also from the remaining major 
dams to be constructed in the Pacific Northwest. The Dalles Dam 
is the one which is the closest to the major power consuming areas of 
Puget Sound and Portland. 

Mr. Ancetx. So that the additional monetary authorization in this 
bill would be saved if the plant is constructed 1 year earlier than it 
would be, if the money is now made available to keep it on schedule? 

Colonel Wuirete. The economy of making this appropriation ap- 
pears to be established. The increased authorization that will be 
provided by this bill will allow the Congress then to make its decision 
on appropriations; whereas, if no increased monetary authorization 
is made, the Congress will be precluded from taking affirmative action 
on this particular matter. 

Mr. Ance.u. Without this bill there would be no monetary authori- 
zation to continue the appropriations in order to keep the project on 
schedule ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, how much do the Army engineers recom- 
mend for this project now carried in the budget ? 

Colonel Wurpr.ie. The amount carried in the budget is $34,100,000. 

Mr. Scupper. You are asking now for $11 million more. Is that 
right ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Sir, we are testifying as to what will happen in 
the event that $11 million more is not provided. 
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Mr. Scupper. You mentioned the cheap power. What makes the 
power so cheap in the Columbia River? Is it charging off a good part 
of the cost to flood control and navigation ? 

Colonel Wurerte. No, sir. That is not the case. The projects in 
the Pacific Northwest under the currently ee allocations will 
be very economical projects. In the case of the McNary project, ap- 
proximately 92 percent of the entire cost of the project is being charged 
to power, and there is no excess cost being charged off to other project 
functions. 

Mr. Scupper. McNary has practically all the cost charged to power. 

Colonel Wurpr.te. Yes sir. McNary and the Dalles Dam are both 
very similar projects. They will have no flood control. They are 
both very good navigation projects. But in both cases if the alloca- 
tion is made correctly, much the greater part of the cost will be charged 
to power. 

Mr. Scupprer. I always have an argumentative feeling when we talk 
about cheap power, because when they do not have to pay taxes, get 
Government money and charge off a good part of the project to flood 
control and navigation and a few other items, you do get down to a 
figure where you can sell the power much cheaper than if you were 
developing the project with invested capital. 

Colonel Wurepte. I might say, sir, that this particular cost alloca- 
tion in the case of McNary and the projected extension of a similar 
type of cost allocation to the Dalles has caused a ve ry great controversy 

n the Pacific Northwest at the present time. This allocation has been 
ade by the Federal Power Commission. It is made in accordance 
with methods which the Cor ps of Engineers thinks are correct. 

In the figures we are relying on in saying that this power is cheap, 
we are considering that this relatively high allocation will be sustained 
and will be the basis for the rates to be charged. The cost to the Gov- 
ernment of the power on this basis will be approximately 2.6 mills in 
the case of McNary, and approximately 2.8 mills per kilowatt hour in 
the case of the Dalles, which may be further reduce d in the event that 
our present favorable contract bids are maintained for the balance of 
the project. These low costs are due entirely to the very favorable 
natural advantages of the river. There are good foundation condi- 
tions and excellent dam sites and a tremendous natural flow of the 
Columbia River, which is augmented by storage upstream, and can be 
further augmented in the future. 

As regards the engineering and economic aspects of production at 
these sites, the power production in the Pacific Northwest is outstand- 
ing by reason of the natural advantages. 

Mr. Scupper. Then your testimony is that if this $11 million addi- 
tional is added it will enhance the possibilities of it being completed a 
year ahead of present schedule ? 

Colonel Wuirrte. That is substantially right, sir, except that the 
present schedule is the expedited schedule. The present schedule is 
to put power on the line in 1957. The amount approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget and the still lesser amount passed by the House 
Appropriations Committee will not allow that schedule to be main- 
tained. So that you are correct naet that it is not a question of 
expediting an established schedule, but a question of maintaining a 
schedule that had previously been established. 
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Mr. Mack. In other words, Colonel, if the money is not. provided 
it will delay the completion of the dam by 1 year? 

Colonel Wuirrte. That is correct. The previously scheduled com- 
pletion by 1957 will be delayed by 1 year. 

Mr. ANceLL. And that delay will reduce the revenue which would 
be derived from power by an amount which would be practically 
the same as this amount we are asking for to keep it on schedule? 

Colonel Wurerte. It will reduce it $11,800,000 in anticipated reve- 
nues. 

Mr. Ancetn. It is true, is it not, that on the Bonneville project the 
amortization payments are working out even ahead of their original 
amortization program, or ahead of their repayments ? 

Colonel Wutrrie. That is correct. The amortization of the Bon- 
neville project is substantially in excess of the power investment, not 
only in the project alone, but also of the associated transmission and 
distribution systems of the Bonneville Power Administration, which 
must be, of course, amortized by the power revenues as well. 

Mr. Macurowicz. What is the allocation to the power? Is that 
all power ¢ 

Colonel Wurrrie. All of the Bonneville Power Administration 
costs are power costs. 

Mr. Becker. Does that include the whole project? You said all of 
the Bonneville Power Administration costs. I think Mr. Machro- 
wiez would understand that over there, and I understand that, but 
does that take into consideration the entire cost of the project? 

Colonel Wutrrte. No, sir. 

Mr. Becoxer. You are talking about the allocation of the costs? 

Colonel Wurrrte. Let me clarify that. The Bonneville Power 
Administration is the agency of the Department of the Interior which 
is responsible for transmission and marketing of the power. It does 
not include the dam. The dam is a project of the Corps of En- 
gineers, and the allocation between navigation and power in the case 
of the Bonneville Dam is made by the Federal Power Commission 
and was made approximately in 1940. As a matter of fact, it was 
a little bit before that. But all of the costs of the Bonneville Power 
Administration, which are power costs incidental to power distribu- 
tion and transmission, are charged to power. 

Mr. Scupprer. Colonel, you mentioned the cost and there is a great 
agitation for more navigation on the river. The construction of these 
power dams necessitates work being done to build locks in order to 
get the ships over these various installations that have been developed 
for power. It does not seem right that you would charge anything 
to navigation if the power project you are putting in causes a con- 
dition to exist. 

In other words, that should be a part of the charge, it seems to me, 
against the power project, and they should be forced to construct 
fish ladders and navigation locks for the concession of being able to 
build these power facilities on the river. That is the case with a 
private power company. If they create a condition they have to 
take care of the damages that are caused due to their construction. 

Colonel Wutrrte. Sir, that is correct in principle. And as regard 
fish ladders, that is the attitude that has been taken in this allocation. 

39263—54—-vol. 1 51 





788 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Since the fish ladders are required merely in order to reestablish the 
conditions favorable to salmon that previously existed, the very con- 
siderable costs of these fish ladders are charged as part of the joint 
costs of the dam and are most}y paid for by power. 

Mr. Scupper. Why should this not all be charged to the construc- 
tion of the dam? If this dam interferes with the migration of fish, 
surely no other funds should be used except that of whoever is build- 
ing the dam. 

Colonel Wurrrte. Sir, the situation is a little bit different than 
you have assumed in that navigation on the Columbia River is a 
relatively difficult and expensive process under natural conditions. 
At the present time even with the aid of certain navigation works 
that were constructed many years ago, and with the Bonneville Dam 
locks, which have facilitated navigation, only a 7-foot channel is 
available. 

The currents are extremely high. It takes towboats of up to 3,500 
horsepower which are extremely powerful towboats, and in fact some 
of the most powerful used on any inland waterway of the country, to 
peopel one or two barges up the rapids of the Columbia River, those 

arges being loaded only to a 7-foot draft. 

When the projects now authorized are completed there will be 
slack-water navigation with very fine locks and dams continuously 
up the river as far as western Idaho. At that time a loading of up 
to 9 feet will be allowed on these barges, which is much more eco- 
nomical. But more important than that, a towboat of perhaps only 
1,500 horsepower will be able to propel a cargo of 10,000 tons as 
compared to a situation now in which probably a 3,500-horsepower 
towboat can only handle a cargo of perhaps 2,000 tons. 

So the improvement of the river in the interests of navigation is 
one of the primary purposes of these projects. In fact, historically 
it is the purpose for which the improvement of the Columbia was first 
recommended and first authorized. The power development is from 
the point of view of money very much more important, and it has come 
to be economically the biggest thing behind these projects. But the 
improvements to navigation are still very important. It is appropriate 
that the navigation, in addition to paying the cost of the locks that 
were included in the dam, also pay a small proportion of the joint costs. 

That proportion is very small. It is of the order of something less 
than 1 percent of the joint costs of the McNary project, which are 
allocated to navigation. But in theory every appropriate authorized 
project purpose not only pays the costs that are required for fulfilling 
that purpose, but shares equitably in the allocation of the joint costs 
of the project. 

On that basis it may be that the fish ladders at MeNary are paid 
for something less than 1 percent by navigation and something over 
99 percent by power. So that for all practical purposes it is correct 
that fish ladders are paid for by power. 

Mr. Scupper. But the navigation only figures in at about 1 percent 
of the cost? 

Colonel Wurrrie. Of the joint costs. As regards the overall costs, 
naturally the lock itself is very expensive. It is of the order of $20 
million on each one of these projects. It is fully paid for by naviga- 
tion and it will be a very respectable and economical waterway when 
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it is complete. But in proportion to the power produced, which is of 
enormous magnitude, the navigation interest is relatively small. 

Mr. Mack. What is the total estimated cost of the Dalles Dam? 

Colonel Wutrrte. It is $348,372,000. 

Mr. Mack. How much was appropriated for fiscal 1953? Or make 
it a combination figure of fiscal 1953 and fiscal 1954. 

Colonel Wurrpte. Let me give you the total appropriation through 
1953, which is $24,676,000. 

Mr. Mack. 1954 is how much ? 

Colonel Wurerte. $32 million. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, you already have appropriated about 
$57 million for this dam and the House has added $29 million for 
fiscal 1955 ? 

Colonel Wurrriz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, $86 million out of a total of $348 million 
already has been spent or made available? 

Colonel Wurepte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The issue involved here is the authorization of an addi- 
tional $16 million to let the Senate and House Appropriations Com- 
mittees determine whether they will recommend above this $29 million 
as the figure in the House bill ¢ 

Colonel Wutrrte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnGeELL. So that they could keep it on schedule. 

Mr. Mack. If we keep this dam on schedule we are going to save 
$11,800,000 worth of power and get that much additional power 
revenue ¢ 

Colonel Wurrr.e. That is correct. I might add on that estimated 
cost of $348 million that we have had very favorable experience on 
contract bids in the last year, and we believe that estimated cost will 
be reduced. However, it is a little early to evaluate that, so we have 
not yet allowed that figure to be reduced. 

Mr. Scupper. When will the project be completed ? 

Colonel Wurrrte. The first power on the line under the present 
schedule will be 1957. Thereafter there would be one unit every three 
months, so that the final power will come on the line in 1961. 

Mr. ANGELL. What is the total to be produced ? 

Colonel Wurtrrie. The total power to be produced is 1,092,000 
kilowatts. 

Mr. Ance. Is that all firm power ? 

Colonel Wutrrte. No, sir. The total firm power to be produced 
by this project is 829,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Ancretu. Are there any questions on my right of Colonel 
Whipple? 

Mr. Mack. Why is it that on the McNary Dam and the other dams 
the committee is not called upon to provide additional monetary au- 
thorization, and yet in the Lookout Point and Dalles Dam we are 
called upon to provide additional monetary authorization ¢ 

Colonel Wurerte. The answer to that is, the McNary Dam was au- 
thorized separately. At the time it was initially authorized it was 
not put under the same ceiling, so McNary Dam is authorized at its 
total estimated cost, and no limiting monetary authorization was 
placed upon it. 
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Mr. Mack. The same situation might have occurred on this project. 
1 remember last vear when the engineers saw Mr. Dondero, Mr. An- 
vell, and me there was some doubt as to how much we should propose 
to be authorized. We wanted to get reasonable and prompt action, 
so Mr. Angell and I both put in bills for $75 million to cover fiscal] 
1954 and 1955. After we put in the bills the Budget Bureau said 
they would have no objection if we authorized the full amount for 
the Dalles Dam. But the bills were so far along we did not want to 
change them. 

Colonel Wuirrte. On the basis of the present bill it will presumably 
be necessary again next year to come back and request an additional 
authorization to cover projected appropriations, just as we did last 
year and just as we are doing today. 

Mr. Mack. I think the plan of the committee is to try to include an 
uuthorization for next year in the present Omnibus River and Har- 
bor Act. 

Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancexu. If not, we thank you, Colonel. 

If it is agreeable to the committee we will go into executive session 
to pass on this bill, in view of the need for haste with reference 
to it. 

(Whereupon, at 10:35 a. m., the committee went into executive 


session. ) 
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MONDAY, MAY 3, 1954 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PusBLic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on 
Public Works met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the Committee 
on Public Works, the Honorable Homer D. Angell (subcommittee 
chairman) presiding. 

Mr. ANGELL. The committee will come to order. The Subcommittee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on Public Works will con- 
tinue with our hearings. The first project on the agenda for con- 
sideration today is the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in the vicinity of 
Aransas Pass, Tex., House Document 376, 83d Congress. 

If it is agreeable to you, Congressman Lyle, we will hear first from 
the Corps of Engineers. Colonel Allen. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Guur InrrRAcoastaL WATERWAY IN THE VICINITY oF ARANSAS Pass, 


Texas 


Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for this review re- 
port is contained in two resolutions of the House Committee on 
Public Works adopted on September 29, 1949. 

This project is located in the vicinity of Corpus Christi, Tex., and 
involves a review report of the tributary channel of Port Aransas to 
Aransas Pass. The projects shown in black and red are existing or 
authorized projects which are part of the Gulf Intracoastal Water- 
way. There is an authorized project from Port Aransas to Corpus 
Christi. There are projects authorized but not completed as shown 
in red, 

The project we are discussing this morning is shown in green from 
Port Aransas to Aransas Pass. The tributary channel from Port 
Aransas to Aransas Pass is now 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide 
terminating in a turning basin at Aransas Pass. Local interests have 
dredged what is known as Conn Brown Harbor. That was com- 
pleted in 1946 at a cost of local interests of $306,000. Since that time 
they have spent $6,600 in maintenance dredging on the connecting 
channel. The harbor basin is 450 feet by 1,400 feet and 12 feet deep. 
Local interests have requested that the channel from Port Aransas to 
Aransas Pass be widened from 100 feet to 125 feet and the depth of 
12 feet maintained. 
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The purpose for requesting this is to permit safer navigation in 
this channel especially during periods of wind and fog. They re- 
port about 10,000 fishing trips annually to Gulf fishing x grounds, and 
about 700 barge trips ¢ annually and point out that in “times of wind 
and fog the danger of grounding and collision is great. 

They also ask that the Government assume maintenance of Conn 
Brown Harbor, which was constructed by local interests and main- 
tained by them since its completion in 1946. In the turning basin and 
in Conn Brown Harbor there are numerous terminals for the servic- 
ing of vessels, and shrimp houses, and there are other marine services 
and a marine-fuel terminal. 

The first cost of this project, which consists of widening the tribu- 
tary channel from 100 feet to 125 feet would amount to $30,700, and 
adoption of maintenance of Conn Brown Harbor would cost $2,000 
annually. The annual charges to the Federal Government would be 
$3,580, exclusive of maintenance in the Conn Brown Harbor. $2,180 
would be the cost of maintenance of the channel extension, the balance 
being amortization and interest. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the project is 1.3. 

The State has concurred with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the 
Interior have no objection to the submission of the report to the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. Anceww. The total cost of $30,700 is Federal cost entirely ? 

Colonel] ALLEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is there any local contribution ? 

Colonel Atten. There is no local contribution. No local contribu- 
tion is required for the widening of the channel and the assumption 
of maintenance of Conn Brown Harbor. 

Mr. Anceitt. What is the distance? 

Colonel ALLEN. Six miles from Aransas Pass to Port Aransas, 

Mr. AnGeLt. What is that body of water it crosses? 

Colonel ALueN. It crosses Harbor Island and Redfish Bay, an arm 
of Corpus Christi Bay. 

Mr. AnGett. That bay does not carry a depth for navigation except 
in the channel ? 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. 

Mr. Anaetu. Is there additional cost for maintenance by reason of 
this improvement ? 

Colonel Auten. The additional cost is due to the widening. 

Mr. Anceix. Will that add to the annual maintenance cost ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, $2,180 is the annual additional maintenance 
cost of the channel. 

Mr. Ance.u. Doctor Neal, are there any questions? 

Mr. Neat. Of what does the cargo consist? 

Colonel Atten. The cargo consists of mud shells brought in for 
highway work; some petroleum products; materials used for offshore 
drilling, and fish and shrimp. 

Mr. Neat. Practically all incoming cargo ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, except that which is used for offshore drilling. 

Mr. Neat. Mr. Chairman, if it is not out of order I would like to 
ask a question. The colonel may not be able to answer it but I wonder 
what would be the total carrying charges on the projects which have 
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been, prior to this time, placed in operation at the expense of the Gov- 
ernment, combined with local contributions. That is, the existing 
projects to which the Government contributes each year toward the 
annual charges. Would it be possible for that figure to be given to 
the committee ? 

Colonel Atxen. As I understand it, the figure you are asking is the 
annual cost to the Federal Government 

Mr. Nea. All projects that have been authorized and completed 
from time to time, and each year a certain amount is added that the 
Federal Government must contribute in annual charges. I think it 
would be interesting to know what the Government’s obligation is as 
of today toward the annual cost of these projects. 

Colonel Auzen. I can give the figure, sir. As an example, the 1955 
fiscal year budget carries a figure of about $76 million for maintenance 
and operation. That is the amount of money which has been ap- 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget for maintenance and operation of 
all navigation and flood control and multipurpose projects which have 
been constructed. I can break that down. 

Mr. Nea. All three: navigation, flood control, and combination 
projects ¢ 

Colonel Auten. That is correct. I can give you the breakdown if 
you wish. 

Mr. Neat. Thank you. I appreciate that very much. 

Colonel Atten. The information referred to is as follows: 


Funds for operation and maintenance of Corps of Engineers’ projects, fiscal year 
1955, exclusive of the project, Mississippi River and tributaries 


Navigation : Amount 
Channels and harbors 
Locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals___.....-....-_-_--u_____ 19, 790, 000 
Surveys of northern and northwestern lakes__..__._______.-__- 460, 000 
Flood control : 
Reservoirs 8, 200, 000 
Other (including channel improvement projects, miscellaneous 
maintenance items and inspection) 75, 000 
Multiple-purpose projects, including power 
Lower Columbia fish sanctuary program___._-___.____- Snide hil 1, 040, 000 


_....... 76, 200, 000 


. ANGELL. Any further questions, Dr. Neal? 
'. Neat. No. 
. Anceti. Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. I am sorry ; I came in late. 

Mr. Anceti. This project consists of widening the channel which is, 
at present, 100 feet wide to 125 feet, maintaining the present depth of 
12 feet. The cost of $30,700, which is borne entirely by the Federal 
Government without local contribution. The annual maintenance is 
$2,180. 

Mr. Scupper. Was not this explained some time ago, briefly? 

Colonel Auten. Maybe you are thinking of this one down in here 
[indicating] which is not included in this project. There was a 
former project, I think it was Turtle Cove, then there was another 
project which Colonel Milne explained, an extension toward Portland. 
That was another project, not a part of this one. 

Mr. ANocetw. Any further questions? 
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Thank you, Colonel. 

We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman Lyle. 

Mr. Lrur. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad ‘if you would hear first 
from Mr. Dale Miller, a very able gentleman who represents a lot of 
our interests down there. 

Mr. ANGELL. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Miller. 


STATEMENT OF DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
INTRACOASTAL CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND 
TEXAS—Resumed 


Mr. Mitzer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Dale Miller. 
I am executive vice president of the Intracoastal Canal Association of 
Louisiana and Texas. 

I think that Colonel Allen’s presentation of this project gives vir- 
tually all the essential information. It is a relatively small project 
and an uncomplicated one. There is not a great deal I need to add to 
what Colonel Allen has said. 

As Colonel Allen stated, the length cf this proposed improvement 
is 6.1 miles. With regard to local contributions, I would like to point 
out that the construction of this Conn Brown Harbor was done en- 
tirely at local expense, the city of Aransas Pass, at a cost of in excess 
of $306,000. The total cost of this project, as Colonel Allen told you, 
is $30,700. So the local contribution actually was more than 10 times 
the cost of this Federal construction. 

The harbor and channel are one of the busiest sections of the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway and it is becoming busier all the time. There 
is tremendous oil development in Redfish Bay and considerable ex- 

loratory development. This whole area is being used more and more 
by industry because this break from the Gulf of Mexico into protective 
water is the only break in the coastline for 125 miles in each direction. 
That is why this project here, along with Turtle Cove which we pre- 
sented earlier, is very important. There is no other place a craft 
can go in case of a storm for a distance of 125 miles in each direction. 

The regular tonnage is very heavy in shrimp. Some 250 shrimp 
trawlers are based in this area and make about 10,000 trips a year from 
there to the gulf. 

[ think that is all the additional information I can give you. 

Mr. Ancett. Is there a city there? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. This is Aransas Pass, Tex. 

Mr. Anceti. What is the size of that city? 

Mr. Lytx. Aransas Pass, Mr. Chairman, is a very small town, I 
would say probably 3,500 people at the moment. 

Mr. Miuer. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Ancetu. Is that area pretty well built up? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes. 

There is one other thing I would like to mention here. We are ask- 
ing an appropriation from the Congress for the construction of this 
alternative route of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway from this point 
over here [indicating]. When the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was 
originally constructed, it covered a route of convenience from here 
to here. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


This Conn Brown Harbor has gotten so heavily congested that the 
city of Aransas Pass has constructed South Harbor 11% miles below 
to accommodate pleasure craft and small craft, and Aransas Pass will 
enlarge that South Harbor when this alternate route is constructed. 

Mr. Ancets. For the benefit of the members of the committee who 
have just come in, this project involves the widening of the channel 
from 100 feet to 125 feet for a distance of some 6 miles at a cost to the 
Government of $30,700 and annual maintenance of $ $2,180. It is in the 
vicinity of two other projects we considered earlier in the session. 

Mr. Mitxer. I might remind the gentleman that the 12-foot depth 
is general over the Intercoastal Canal system and the 125-foot width 
is general. 

Mr. AncetL. Any questions? If not, we will be very glad to hear 
from our colleague, Congressman Lyle. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. LYLE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS—Resumed 


Mr. Lyte. I can add very little to the splendid presentation of Mr. 
Miller except I might say the purpose of widening this channel is 
to make it safe. A 100-foot channel in times of high wind and fog and 
storms is very dangerous, and the people who use it feel that by 
widening it 25 feet it would be a great safety factor. 

I believe I said Aransas Pass is a city of about 3,500 people, but the 
colonel tells me there are about 6,000 people in the area of Aransas 
Pass. This area is becoming very thickly settled and populated. 
There is now considerable industry right along in here [indicating], 
several hundred million doilars of industry. The activity in this area 
and all through here in the search for oil is rather frantic, and those 
waterways are extremely important to the Nation. 

Mr. AnceLL. Are there producing oil wells in the vicinity ? 

Mr. Lytxz. Yes, sir, there are many of them, and it is only in recent 
years they have gone out in those areas in here. It might be interest- 
ing for you to know that the tidelands, so far as the concept adopted 
here, start here and not here {indicating}. 

I think this is the first break in 125 miles and then there is not 
another break until you get to the Brownsville area. You can see the 
importance of the traffic that would go into Aransas Pass and into 
Corpus Christi. 

Local interests have built a channel in through here at a cost of 
more than $1 million. We asked you some time ago if you would not 
let the Federal Government maintain it. This channel is already in. 
We want it widened to 125 feet, and we ask that you maintain the 
little harbor here which was built by local interests. 

Mr. Anoet.. Is there agricultural development in that area? 

Mr. Lyuz. I would say some of the finest agricultural land I assume 
in the world is right in through here, cotton, grain, and so forth. 

Mr. Neat. These ports are not used to any extent for the export of 
cotton, are they ? 

Mr. Ly.z. The Corpus Christi port is. It would not be practical, 
I would not think, to use this waterway here. There is heavy traffic 
in shrimp and fish and other marine supplies. There is a tremendous 
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fleet of boats coming in and out of it every day. How many are there, 
Mr. Miller? 

Mr. Mitier. 250 or 300 shrimp trawlers. 

Mr. AnceLtL. Any questions? 

Do you have any additional witnesses? 

Mr. Lyte. No, that is all we have. 

Mr. Anoetu. If there are no additional witnesses we will close the 
hearing on this project. 


Port HvENEmgE, CA.ir. 


Mr. AncetL. The next project listed is Port Hueneme, Calif., House 
Document 362 of the 83d Congress. 

We have with us our colleague, Congressman Bramblett, who lives 
in this district. If it is agreeable to you, Mr. Bramblett, we will 
have the report of the Corps sof Engineers first. 

Mr. Bramesiett. Thank you. 

Colonel Aten. Mr. Chairman, the report on Port Hueneme, Calif., 
is in response to the River and Harbor Act of 1946 which authorized 
a preliminary examination and survey at Port Hueneme with a view 
to shore protection; also in partial response to the River and Harbor 
Act of 1945 which authorized preliminary examination and survey of 
the coast of southern California with a view to establishing harbors 
for light-draft vessels. 

Port Hueneme Harbor is located between Santa Barbara and Los 
Angeles, about 65 miles northwest of Los Angeles Harbor and 30 
miles southeast of Santa Barbara. This is the project right in here 
[indicating], Los Angeles being to the southeast and Santa Barbara 
being to the northwest. 

In order to get a better understanding of the relationship of the 
Port Hueneme Harbor to shore protection and navigation, I would 
like to run over quickly the background of the whole project. 

Prior to 1938 there were no structures of any sort aon this par- 
ticular coastline from Point Mugu to Santa Barbara to the north, 
there were no barriers to the drift of beach mater ial, which is esti- 
mated to be 500,000 cubic yards annually. 

In 1938 local interests constructed this harbor of Port Hueneme 
entirely at local expense. It is not a Federal project. In order to 
protect the inlet which they constructed into their harbor, they con- 
structed two jetties, this jetty [indicating] and the jetty to the south- 
east. Immediately upon the completion of the jetty construction, very 
serious shore erosion developed, beginning at Port Hueneme and 
progressing southeastward toward Point Mugu. That erosion caused 
shore recession as much as 1,000 feet inland and extended 4 or 5 miles 
down the coast within a period of about 5 years. It got so serious 
that this area in the first mile below the harbor had to be protected by 
seawalls [indicating]. 

In 1942 the Navy acquired the harbor and adjoining property as a 
Seabee battalion center. The Navy also owns the naval guided mis- 
sile center at Point Mugu, with about 5 miles of beach frontage. The 
Navy became concer ned about this erosion and constructed seawalls 
to protect their property at Port Hueneme. Other seawalls were 
built here [indicating] by local interests to protect adjoining private 
and public property. 
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Over the years the shore north of the northwesterly jetty filled 
up with the material that was in motion down the coast. Normally 
when a jetty fills some material passes on down around it and is avail- 
able to restore or maintain the beaches down below. In this in- 
stance, however, a deep submarine canyon exists between the jetties 
and any material which passes the jetty drops off into deep water, 
where it remains, and is thus not available for maintaining the shore 
down below. So at the present time we have a condition where this 
jetty is completely filled and serious erosion is continuing on the 
shores below. 

Local interests are desirous of providing a harbor to replace this 
harbor sold by them to the Navy. They have requested a harbor 
in the vicinity of Port Hueneme to serve fishing vessels and light- 
draft craft. 

The recommended plan of improvement consists of providing a 
new public harbor in here about a mile north of the present Navy 
harbor. It provides that the material to be dredged to construct 
the harbor will be used to restore the property that has been removed 
by erosion, and to provide a source of material to nourish and main- 
tain downcoast shores, including Navy property at Point Mugu. 

Two shore jetties are recommended. An offshore breakwater is 
included in the plan, to provide a catch basin, the purpose of this 
being to trap this sand which is in movement down to this point, 
prevent the shoaling of the new development, and to provide a pro- 
tective area from which this material can be removed economically 
by hydraulic dredging every 2 years or so and placed on the shore 
below Port Hueneme to restore normal conditions and prevent erosion. 

So we have a combination of a navigation project and shore- 
protection project. 

I should like to point out that this problem here has become so 
serious that the Navy has allocated $2 million and make it avail- 
able to the district engineer at Los Angeles to dredge the material 
that has accumulated upcoast from Port Hueneme and move it 
to the eroding downcoast shore. That project was started last fall 
and is in process with approximately 2 million yards of the material 
having been removed and placed on the downcoast beach. Part of 
that material has already moved 4,000 or 5,000 feet downcoast, and 
together with additional material deposited farther down on Navy 
property, has afforded temporary relief. 

The total cost of this project amounts to $7,295,000. The total 
annual charges of the project are $505,600. The benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.4. The total non-Federal contribution to the project is $1,858,000, 
which includes provision of the rights-of-way and dredging this 
harbor in here. 

Incidentally, there are homes in this area which will have to be 
moved, which are all a part of the local contribution. 

In transmitting this report to the Bureau of the Budget, the Bureau 
of the Budget replied that it felt that due to the high percentage 
of military interests in this project—that is, the need for protecting 
valuable Navy property here and at Point Mugu farther down—that 
at the time of initiation of this project contribution should be expected 
from the military, and military funds be made available in order 
to proceed with the project. We have so recommended in our letter 
to the Congress, that at the time of initiation of the project the 
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military should seek authorization for funds to be added to those 
made available from civil sources in order to accomplish the project. 

Mr. Ancexi. Does the project involve a completely new harbor to 
be dug from a land area? 

Colonel Auten. Yes. There is no project in here. It would re 
quire complete acquisition of this property by local interests and 
making it available for dredging. 

Mr. Neau. Does this contempl: ite the maintenance of the present 
harbor and relief from further obligations for maintenance by the 
Federal Government ? 

Colonel Atten. At the moment this is entirely a Navy project. 
Any maintenance has been from military funds. At the present time 
they have made available one slip for commercial interests, for fishing 
boats, and in times of emergency they let it be used as a harbor of 
refuge, but that is not sufficient for the fishing fleets. 

Mr. Scupper. Originally it was used as a public harbor? 

Colonel Auten. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. Then it was taken over by the Navy and, as I under- 
stand, it was one of the important harbors of the country during war- 
time? 

Colonel Aten. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. I think it was the second largest harbor on the Pacif- 
ic coast. During the war most of the military traffic originated from 
there. Most of that area is presently owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment, is it not? 

Colonel Atten. About 80 percent of the area affected is owned by 
the Federal Government, about 14 percent by private interests, and the 
balance public non-Federal property. 

Mr. Scupper. The guided missile center at Port Hueneme is a 
couple miles from the harbor? 

Colonel AtiLEeN. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. This portion designated for future expansion is at 
present dry land? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How deep a channel are you going to establish there? 

Colonel ALLEN. It will be a 20-foot project. in the entrance and part 
of the harbor with a 10-foot depth in the remainder. 

Mr. Mack. To be used exclusively by fishing craft? 

Colonel Auten. Small craft, fishing craft, and pleasure craft. 

Mr. Mack. Is there considerable boat traflic there? 

Colonel Atten. Yes. Approximately 43,000 tons used that port, 
which included not only fish but petroleum and asphalt products. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any likelihood that the project at Port Hueneme 
will become of no further use to the Navy ? 

Colonel Aten. I doubt that, because of their expenditure of $2 
million to restore this part down here [indicating]. 

Mr. Mack. The annual charges are in excess of $500,000? 

Colonel Atuen. $505,600. $248,600 of that is the requirement for 
the biennial dredging, by hydraulic dredge, of this material which 
would be collected. It is estimated 1 million yards should be dredged 
every 2 years to do what nature is prevented from doing now. 

Mr. Mack. How far do we have to pump that material ? 

Colonel Arten. About 114 miles. 
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Mr. Mack. When Port Hueneme was taken over by the Govern- 
ment, what did they pay for it? 

Colonel AtLEN. $2 million, I think, is the amount the Navy paid to 
the city of Oxnard. 

Mr. Nea. Do you think the proposed short jetties will completely 
eliminate the tendency of this sand to drift out into the ocean rather 
than to deposit? In other words, do you think it will stop all the 
erosion that is going on there now ¢ 

Colonel AtLEeN. It is felt that the construction of these short jetties, 
in combination with the offshore breakwater and dredging of this 
catch basin to 30 feet will provide a means by which this material 
will be trapped and periodically moved to the shore beyond the two 
harbors. 

Mr. Aneeti. Any further questions from members of the commit- 
tee? If not, thank you, Colonel. 

We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman Bramblett. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST K. BRAMBLETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Bramsterr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have spent many, many hours in this area and I am very familiar 
particularly with this area in here, where the deep erosion has been 
taking place, and I am very much interested in this situation, and 
because it is tied in with this situation, to me makes it a project which 
by all means should be approved, and I am heartily in favor of the 


Army project as outlined. 

I have with me today Mr. Earney Thompson, one of the most highly 
respected citizens of Oxnard. 

This whole area has been interested in the harbor. As you sug- 
gested, Mr. Scudder, it was perhaps the most important harbor in 
1945, and also by reason of the fact a year or two ago it was con- 
templated—I hesitate to go into it because I do not know if it is 
classified or not—but there was a movement to put this into the 
Midwest, which was completely forgotten, and the construction that 
is being done there now is of a permanent nature—if I remember the 
situation correctly. 

There is one point I want to call your attention to, and then I would 
like to have Mr. Thompson come up, Mr. Chairman, if you have a few 
minutes to hear from him. 

Mr. AnGeLL. We will be very glad to hear Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Bramstett. I have been at this point along in this area here 
over a period of time and have actually seen the erosion, not a matter 
of 1 or 2 feet, but 12, 15, and 25 feet taken away in a short time. 
Right here is the illustration, but it does not show you how close the 
erosoin is to the sanitation facilities of Port Hueneme. And Port 
Mugu, one of the most important guided missile centers in the country 
along with the one in Florida, is under this same command. The 
two work together all the time. The people in this area are helping 
to service these two and also the Oanard area and are carrying on 
projects of their own because I have seen 50-foot chunks of their 
beaches washed away. In a short distance is the Port Hueneme sani- 
tation facilities, and you have your chief operations and canneries 
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here [indicating]. A lot of fish are brought in here because of a lack 
of fish up in there, Mr. Mack, as you have heard, and they have carried 
them through this one slip, which the Colonel talked about, and 
used them at Monterey. So it is used extensively and I suspect the 
Navy would like to make some other facilities available, as they have 
been very, very cooperative. 

There is a very definite need that this area be kept filled. If you 
gentlemen have not been to this harbor, it would be worthwhile for 
you to see the Port Hueneme operation. 

I think that covers it unless you have een. 

Mr. Mack. What are the main types of fish? Tuna? 

Mr. Bramesrerr. The main type of fish that come in here, to my 
knowledge, are the sardines, other than pleasure fishing. If there are 
other fish in commercial quantities other than tuna, it is also brought 
in here, but outside of those two, I do not know, and I could not 
tell you the money value, either. Mr. Thompson probably could 
give you more information. I would like to introduce to you Mr. 
EKarney Thompson. 

Mr. ANGELL. We shall be very glad to hear you, Mr. Thompson. 


STATEMENT OF EARNEY J. THOMPSON 


Mr. Aneeti. Mr. Thompson, we will be very glad to hear you at 
this time. 

Mr. THomrson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to 
be in attendance this morning. 

Mr. Anceti. Will you give your full name and your position / 

Mr. Tompson. My name is Earney J. Thompson. 

Throughout the entire Ventura County area, Port Hueneme has 
been very important. We are very proud of Port Hueneme, and its 
contribution during the war, during which time it. was one of the most 
important harbors, and by and large, it will remain important. It is 
being maned by some 2,500 civilians at the present time. 

Mr. AnGett. What is its controlled depth ? 

Mr. THompson. Of the Harbor? 

Mr. Ancew. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomrson. About 35 feet, I believe. 

Colonel, is that somewhere near right ? 

Colonel AtuEeNn. Yes, sir; and, it is good. 

Mr. THompson. And it is somewhat of a natural cleaning harbor, 
and it flows through here, and the outlet is kept in very good shape. 

There is one point which I would like to bring to your attention 
now as to what happened in this area here [indicating]. 

We have the Ventura County Railroad which connects with the SP 
Line at Oxnard, in here to Hueneme serving the base. We did have a 
route that went through here [indicating] and back to Hueneme, 
which I believe from a militar y security angle is quite important. 

That railroad has now disappeared. This erosion has taken out 
that line. So, as a result, we have a one-way rail line here [indicat 
ing]. That is an important item so far as future security is concer aid. 
I am sure. 

I would like to add, too, the area here is not only serving Ventura 
County. It is the Ventura County High School District which 
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financed this, which is one of the largest high school districts in 
California. 

The shipping out of here at the present time is asphalt coming from 
the Santa Bree area, which in itself has been a big item to that 

community. There had not been an economical outlet for that asphalt 
up until the time they found it possible to ship by truck from Santa 
Maria some 65 miles, I believe, into Port Hueneme for shipment 
overseas. 

So, it is not actually only. a fishing area now, but there are other 
commodities to be handled. 

Lumber, ?{ the present time, is coming into Port Hueneme to what 
we call dock 1, and being trucked as far as to a large project which 
is being built at Las Vegas, Nev., and it is our grea t desire, and our 
hope, that things will straighten out, so that we can do more shipping 
in and out of dock 1. 

It is not to capacity yet. We are at the present time not asking 
for more slips, because we feel we have to crawl before we can walk, 
and dock 1 can very well be a very important item for all commodities 
n and out of the State, and county. 

Citrus is also going out. There has been much talk of a route 
from the San Joaquin Valley, then cotton, and so forth, will go out. 
which is being raised there. 

It is a very logical idea in order to get out of the traffic of the large 
metropolitan area of Los Angeles. 

The erosion has been very damaging, and a great many pieces of 
property have been destroyed in here. The Oxnard c'trus plant lies 
in here. They have spent thousands of dollars of their own money 
with seawalls, and so forth. 

I believe that is all I have to say, as to the importance of this 
future expansion. 

As the Colonel so well put it, this would be a private area, or yacht- 
ing harbor, for fishing by private boats, and whatnot. 

I would also like to tell the committee that in our part of the 
county we have no recreation area on our shoreline. We ace a very 
long shoreline, but we do not have a real recreation center. 

The boats and the yachts that are owned by people in ‘a 
County are at the present time berthed in Santa Barbara, and ¢ 
Newport. There are very few facilities in the Los Angeles area. So, 
that would add to the economy of Ventura County all through, and 
I think it would expand it a great deal. 

Mr. Ancetu. This project involves an excavation for an entire new 
harbor? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir; and that is being discussed in our county 
now, and we are making headway. A project such as this on one 
centralized point, naturally produces now problems in a county as 
large as ours, it being an agricultural county. However, we have been 
working on this a long time, and we hope some day we will be able 
to realize the thing that will give us protection here. 

Mr. Ancett. What organization is handling your port? 

Mr. Tuomrson. That has not been aetaed ¢ as yet to any great 


extent. It would be a countywide proposition. 

Mr. Ancett. Where is the local contribution derived from? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Our county board of supervisors at the present time 
are hoping that it will be derived from a straight county bond issue. 
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Mr. AnceLL. It would be a county contribution ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. The Oxnard High School District could 
well be it, and we have the assessed valuation so that we can do that. 

Mr. Ancetx. When the Hueneme Port area was sold, to whom did 
it belong? 

Mr. Txuomeson. To the Oxnard High School District, which goes 
out east, as far as the Los Angeles County line. 

Mr. Bramecerr. Mr. Chairman, I think the point he is making 
is that the high-school district and the harbor district commissioners 
and the commissioner of the harbor did not run a different port. 
They controlled this by the trustees. 

Mr. TxHompson. Yes, sir; we used that boundary line. We would 
still have our harbor district in existence. 

Mr. Anceti. The legal entity that would be responsible for the 
local contribution and for handling the port is a port district of the 
county, or of the State? 

Mr. THompson. It will be a county situation. However, that has 
not come to that type of head. 

Mr. AnGett. The Hueneme Port was the port district; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir; that was a separate commission, and that 
is still in existence on account of the selling of existing bonds, and 
they still have to stay, even though they do not own the harbor, and 
we have the use of dock 1. 

The harbor district office is located on dock 1. 

Mr. Ancet. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Mack. Do you have a fish processing plant or fish canneries 
at Port Hueneme for the processing of these fish ? 

Mr. Tompson. Yes, sir; we have a plant at Oxnard which is op- 
erated by a concern from Monterey. So, the importance of the fishing 
industry in and around the harbor at Port Hueneme is great, there 
is a very large fish-packing plant in the city of Oxnard. It is now 
some 5 years old, and is doing very well. 

Mr. Mack. You are required by California law to process a certain 
amount of the pilchard catch for food ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir; and they do a tremendous export busi- 
ness, as well. 

Mr. Ance.u. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Scupper. One of the important factors in this project is to 
build up the eroded area south of the Government port, and it would 
be about as cheap to get the required amount of dirt from the enclosed 
area, as from any other place to obtain fill material? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. If they feel there is a liability for the erosion in the 
area south of the harbor, and if they propose to do the job, it would 
seem to me that this would be the place to get material for remedying 
the conditon, which has been caused by the: jetty construction. 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir; and it is very close to it. 

Mr. Scupper. So, the cost could very well be divided between the 
building of a harbor, and the caring for the condition of erosion which 
has taken place ? 

Mr. ‘Thompson. Yes, sir. I believe the Army engineers feel the 
same way. That would be logical that way, and we might be getting 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 803 


what we might term a 2-for-1 return. We have the assessed valuation, 
and this area will be used for yachts, which give added assessed eval- 
ation. 

Mr. Scupper. You could practically give up the use of the Hueneme 
Harbor, and it would serve a different purpose, than for fishing. I 
vas down there during the war, and I know that area very well, and 
they had been having a great amount of difficulty. 

That was a highly restricted area, and it was difficult for the fisher- 

ien to secure permits to navigate the harbor. They were screened 
pretty thoroughly and escorted in and out of the harbor. 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. The fishing boats could work out of the contemplated 
harbor ¢ 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir; and I would like to say in the record, in 
addition to what Congressman Bramblett said, that the Navy and 
Army engineers are most cooperative in our area, and we feel that so 
far as we are concerned, we are getting along beautifully. We are 
proud of our Navy, and the work that the Army engineers have done. 
We do have a serious problem, and it is gradually increasing. 

Hueneme is a very important community, and it is too bad to see 
that district deteriorating here. A few years ago we had to have the 
Red Cross in there to take care of some of their people. It was 
serious, the way it was gnawing into the groundwork. 

Mr. AncreLtt. How many acres are required for the construction of 
the harbor ? 

Mr. THompson. How many acres? I do not believe I can answer 
that. I believe the Colonel has some figures on that. 

Colonel Atten. We may have them here in the report, Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Ance.tt. Approximately how many, and what type land is it? 

Colonel Auten. About 50 acres of beach land, dunes, and marsh 
land. 

Mr. Ance. It is highly developed, and expensive land which might 
have to be acquired ? 

Mr. Tuomeson. There was talk at one time of moving the houses 
from here and making a deal with the residents and acquiring property 
to the north, and then having the houses moved down there, but the 
people who live down there have not bought them as opportunities, 
taking advantage of the possible project. They want the beach, 
whether they are located at this spot or a little north. I don’t think 
it is going to matter too much, since they are permanent residents. 

Mr. Anceiu. Are there any further questions from members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Neau. I think the question for us to decide here is whether this 
new project will completely take care of the present tendency toward 
erosion, at least to the extent that that which will be taken out will not 
have to be done again, every 2 years. 

In other words, will we eliminate the erosion going on now by this 
new projec t? 

Mr. Tompson. There will be constant maintenance, I believe, and 
the colonel would have the technical information on that. 

Colonel Atten. We have a good deal of experience on the Cali 
fornia coast, Mr. Neal. At Santa Barbara we have used a plan of 
periodical dredging from the Santa Barbara Harbor which is shoaled 
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up every 2 or 3 years. From observation of the area to the south, 
this plan has effectively restored and retarded erosion which existed 
there for a distance of 10 miles prior to adoption of that project. 
It is those techniques which we learned, and applied at Santa Barbara 
that will be recommended for inclusion in this project. 

We have a considerable amount of information on this particular 
portion of the California coast, with respect to the volume of mate- 
rial that is eroded, the volume of material that must be replaced, 
and provided if it is interrupted as it was in the case of Port Hueneme. 

Mr. Neat. Based upon your experience at Santa Barbara, do you 
feel that this project would be a successful one? 

Colonel Aten. Yes; we do. 

Mr. Mack. If this were solely a beach-erosion project, and did not 
involve rivers and harbors, then the local interests would have to con 
tribute two-thirds of the cost. In this case, however, the local interest 
is the Government of the United States, since 80 percent of the area 
is owned by the Navy, or the United States Government. 

Colonel Atten. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brameierr. Mr. Chairman, may I add one word ? 

Mr. Anceti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bramstett. I really feel, myself, and I feel that the people in 
the community feel that the No. 1 problem is beach erosion, as has 
been brought out here. The harbor development is a secondary de 
velopment which is necessary from the standpoint of economics of 
the community, and from the loss of the harbor. However, I want, 
also, to call your attention, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that the county, 
the city of Oxnard and Port Hueneme, and the entire area has con- 
tributed already thousands of dollars in an effort to hold this water 
back. 

What Mr. Thompson had in mind there was that the water was 
coming in there, and covered up blocks and blocks of the city of 
Hueneme, and caused the Red Cross situation to develop, but they have 
brought in trucks on their own, if I remember correctly, by the county 
district and the high-school area, and the city, to try and build down 
past where the Navy put in their walls. I do want to emphasize the 
fact that the No. 1 problem is the question of beach erosion. 

Mr. Anorrt. Thank you very much, Mr. Bramblett and Mr. 
Thompson, and if there are no further witnesses, we will close the 
hearings on the project, and that concludes the hearings for this 
morning. 

(Thereupon, at 11:20 a. m. the committee adjourned.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 24, 1954 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 11 a. m., in the committee room, 1304 
House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell (subcommittee chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Aneoetit. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
Committee on Public Works will now proceed to the consideration of 
the restudy of the McGee Bend Reservoir, Tex., pursuant to the 
request of the Chief of Engineers for committee consideration of sug- 
gested modifications. 

Is Congressman Brooks present ? 

If not, Colonel Whipple, the committee would be glad to hear from 
you on this project. 


Resrupy or THE McGer Benp Reservorr, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILLIAM WHIPPLE, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Wuirrie. Sir, the McGee Bend project was authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1945 based on a report of 1939 which was 
Senate Document No. 98 in the 76th Congress. It is one of a system 
of four reservoirs designed to provide multiple-purpose benefits for 
the Neches-Angelina system in eastern Texas, and was designed for 
flood control, hydroelectric power, and water conservation, the water 
conservation aspect being industrial, domestic, and rice irrigation for 
the lower part of the valley. 

_If I may show you on the map the Neches-Angelina system, the 
Neches and Angelina are substantially equal tributaries of the lower 
Neches River. It has a 36-foot depth up to Beaumont, Tex. The river 
above Beaumont flattens out and is subject to floods. For rice irriga- 
tion water is extremely valuable in that area and farther east. 

The system of reservoirs designed at that time was to include two 
large storage reservoirs, McGee Bend and Rockland, and two dams 
below that designated as dam A and dam B. 

Since that time there have been substantial changes in the setup 
of that project. The first thing that happened was during the war 
there was immediate need of water supply for industrial purposes, 
and as a result of studies and analyses in that area it was decided to 
proceed at once with dam B on the lower Neches, to build it not as a 
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power-providing dam but to raise it to provide 90,000 acre-feet of 
storage. That was done. Construction was not actually started until 
after the war, in 1947, and in 1951 that dam was completed and is now 
operated mainly for the purpose of water conservation with approx- 
imately 90,000 acre-feet of storage. 

The original setup of these four dams was to consider a $5 million 
local contribution on account of these water-conservation benefits. 
This was done on the basic proportion of the water-conservation bene- 
fits to the benefits for multiple-purpose projects, and of this $5 million 
it was subsequently agreed by the Lower Neches Valley Authority that 
$2 million would be made available for dam B and an additional $3 
million for the construction of the McGee Bend project, making a 
total of $5 million for the two reservoris, with the proviso that the 
McGee Bend project have sufficient water-conservation storage to 
provide the benefits that had been originally provided with the entire 
system of four dams insofar as water conservation was concerned. 

Of our original plan of four projects, the Rockland Dam is still 
considered authorized and can be built, but as far as water conser- 
vation, which was the original reason for the local contribution, it is 
now considered that the McGee Bend Reservoir with this large storage 
and the storage provided in dam B, which was not originally planned, 
can provide all the water-conservation benefits of the original four 
dams. It was agreed by the Lower Neches Valley Authority that 
the local contribution of $5 million would be applicable to the 2 dams 
rather than 4. That was accepted by the Department of the Army and 
dam B has actually been constructed at a cost of approximately $8 
million, of which 25 percent or $2 million was contributed by local 
interests. 

Planning funds have been available for construction of McGee 
Bend for several years. The project is fully authorized and has been 
considered economically feasible and planing is well advanced. The 
progress of the planning has shown that a somewhat larger amount 
of flood control and a somewhat larger installation of power can be 
provided within the reservoir area originally planned. Reon: the 
reservoir now planned is almost exactly the same size as they originally 
planned and the changes in the engineering are not very great and are 
well within the scope of the original authorization. 

The problem that has arisen that resulted in this matter being 
veferred to the committee is a question regarding the economics of 
including power and, furthermore, matters that that brings up regard- 
ing the amount of local contribution. 

In December 1952 the Bureau of the Budget issued a new circular, 
Circular No. 847, which redesigned the standards of economic feasi- 
bility that would be applied to power projects. Under Circular No. 
847, the economic feasibility of including power in this project has 
been examined and, according to those standards, the inclusion of that 
power would not be justified. 

Since that time, however, further study has been given to the matter 
of power economics by the Corps of Engineers, the Department of the 
Interior, and the Federal Power Commission, and very recently addi- 
tional standards of feasibility have been worked out and included in 
a report of these three agencies dated March 12, 1954, testimony 
regarding which has been previously given. 
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As a result of the questions which were raised regarding the 
economic feasibility of including power in this project, study has been 
given as to alternate projects without the inclusion of power, and 
: project which is referred to as the modified project has been evolved 
which would provide the majority of the water-conservation benefits 
without the inclusion of hydroelectric power at this site. 

The letter which was forwarded to the committee by the Chief of 
Engineers, and which has also been sent to the Senate committee, 
outlines the problems involved. 

The modified project for flood control and water conservation would 
have 667,000 acre-feet of storage provided for water conservation, 
and this would provide an additional 650,000 acre-feet of assured 
water supply available for industrial and municipal purposes and 
rice crops in that area. This will meet all the water conservation 
benefits which were originally planned in the four reservoirs and will 
provide also for the flood control that is potentially available in this 
site. It will not include power. 

This project can be built for $28 million capital cost. This con- 
trasts with $47 million, which is the cost of the project including 
power, and with a somewhat larger degree of water conservation 
storage. 

The primary question which has to be considered is whether under 
this original authorization for a multiple-purpose project costing $47 
million the project should be built in accordance with the original 
authorization or built as a modified project for $28 million, which 
would provide most of the water conservation benefits. 

Mr. AncEtu. Is the committee to understand from that statement 
that thec orps of Engineers is recommending the second project which 
would cost approximately half of what the original project would 
cost ? 

Colonel Wurirrre. I might say it certainly indicates that the power 
is marginal and its inclusion is questionable. We have not made a 
formal recommendation in that respect. The reason we have not is 
that the economics of the power project is not one as to which the 
policy of the Government is clear-cut and firm. We are not sure 
what the policy of the committee is, fully, in that respect. 

If you take merely the additional cost which the inclusion of power 
would add to this project and contrast it with the value of the power, 
you would come to the conclusion that the power was justified. So 
whether the power is justified depends on the policy of the Govern- 
ment and the interpretation which the committee places on the facts. 

Mr. Ance.u. If the power is eliminated, what would the project 
cost ¢ 

Colonel Wurrrte. The capital cost would be about $28 million. 

Mr. Anceti. And with the power it would cost how much? 

Colonel Wutrrie. $47 million. 

If I might summarize, the really key figure in this is the annual 
cost of power and the annual value of the power. The additional 
project cost of including the power is $762,000 annually. The power 
is actually worth $908,000 annually. The question is whether con- 
sideration should be given, and how much consideration should be 
given, by the committee to questions of taxes foregone by the develop- 
ment of this power by the Federal Government because the value of 
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the power of $908,000 is the cost of producing that power by private 
sources which pay substantial taxes. 

Mr. ANGeLL. Is there any desire by private capital to produce that 
power ¢ 

Colonel Wuirrte. I believe not. However, there is a desire on 
the part of people in that vicinity to have that power produced by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. AnceLL. Is there a demand for the power in the area at the 
present time? 

Colonel Wutrpte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. What would the cost be in comparison with other Fed- 
eral projects ¢ 

Colonel Wurrr.e. This would be somewhat higher than other proj- 
ects. This is relatively expensive power. 

Mr. Ancett. Where is the power procured at the present time for 
that area? 

Colonel Wuippte. Very largely from thermosteam plants using 
gas for fuel. This is part of an interconnected region which includes 
parts of Arkansas, Missouri, and Louisiana. At this end of the sys- 
tem [indicating on map] practically all the power is produced by 
thermosteam plants using gas for fuel. 

Mr. Ancewi. Is any Federal power developed in that area? 

Colonel Wutrpte. There is some. There is no other hydro power 
in that particular basin. There is some farther north in the White 
River and some in the Brazos River. The Brazos River is the closest 
Federal project and it has relatively small production. 

Mr. Ancet.. Any questions / 

Mr. Scupper. I came in late, but it does not look like a very good 
project for the Federal Government to involve itself in. If you are 
going to try to add to a project some $19 million to develop $908,000 
of power annually and the annual extra costs would run about $762,- 
000, there could not be much justification for the power, could there, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Wurrrie. There is.one mistake in the figures I gave. I 
should have said $24 million instead of $28 million. 

Mr. Scupper. $24 million without the power? 

Colonel Wurrpte. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. That makes it worse, then. That would be $23 mil- 
lion to put into the project for the development of $908,000 of power 
annually. That does not sound much hke a business deal for the 
Government to be involved in. 

Colonel Wurrrte. It is not a very good one. It is certainly not 
one of our better power projects. 

Mr. Anceti. The Army engineers are not recommending the inclu 
sion of power? 

Colonel Wurrrie. The status is that the power is actually author- 
ized. If we had a definite understanding as to the policy on power 
we would have made a more clear-cut recommendation. The ratio 
of benefits to cost depends on the interpretation that the committee 
places on the relevance of taxes as a part of the overall economics. As 
Mr. Scudder has pointed out, the relationship of the value of the power 
to the cost is slightly higher if we do not consider that the taxes are 
relevant. 
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Mr. Scupper. Would this not be a Federal project ? 

Colonel Wurrrpte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. This is a Federal project? 

Colonel Wurtrrte. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. How do we get taxes from a Federal project? We 
cet token taxes sometimes. 
~ Colonel Wutrrie. We have had a restudy of the method of ap- 
proaching the economics by the Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of the Interior, and the Federal Power Commission, and we have 
come to the conclusion that the taxes paid by the private steam 
companies should be considered as an element in determining whether 
the Government should or should not enter into a given enterprise. 
The fact that the Government does not pay the taxes does not mean 
that that tax is not an element of economic cost, and that is the reason 
why we are raising this question on an authorized project today, 
because if you do consider the taxes as an element of economic cost, 
that is the margin by which the inclusion of power becomes sub- 
marginal. There is really a broad question of policy involved. 

Mr. Ance.L. This power is to be intermittent power, as I under- 
stand it# 

Colonel Wurrrte. This power we are talking about has been eval- 
uated on the basis of firm power. 

Mr. Ancetu. We have a letter addressed to the committee from 
Mr. Frank M. Wilkes, president of the Southwestern Gas & Electric 
Co., in which he says: 

While such power and energy is of an intermittent nature, it can be used by 
the electric systems in the area as peaking power, which would give it a maximum 
value. 

In your judgment that is incorrect? 

Colonel Wurrrte. I think it is a question of what he means by 
intermittent. The amount of power we have based this on would 
be available as peaking power for 99.3 percent of the time, so it is 
available as peaking power substantially all the time but at a load 
factor which would vary from 10 to 30 percent. 

Mr. Ancett. Any further questions? 

Thank you, Colonel. 

Without objection the letter from Mr. Frank M. Wilkes addressed 
to the chairman will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

SOUTHWESTERN Gas & ELECTRIC Co., 
Shreveport, La., May 20, 1954. 


Hon. GroreE A. DONDERO, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CONGRESSMAN: It is our understanding that a subcommittee of 
your committee in the next few days will be considering the proposed dam 
and reservoir at McGee Bend on the Angelina River in southeast Texas. This 
development has a great deal of merit, particularly for the supply of fresh 
water for industries and for irrigation in that area. As water is released 
from this dam for use for these two purposes, it also can produce a considerable 
amount of power and energy. While such power and energy is of an inter- 
mittent nature, it can be used by the electric systems in the area as peaking 
power, which would give it a maximum value. 

While there is no shortage of power in the area, contracts can be made for 
the sale of this power and energy before the dam is constructed so the systems 
in that vicinity can make arrangements for its distribution to all electric con- 
sumers, especially to the local rural electric cooperatives. 
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Peaking power and energy as will be produced at this project is always a 
useful and valuable commodity. It can always be absorbed as peaking power 
into the loads of the area regardless of the power-producing equipment otherwise 
available. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK M. WILKEs. 

Mr. Ancetu. We have with us, I understand, now, our colleague, 
Mr. Brooks. The committee will be very happy to hear you, Mr. 
Brooks. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK B. BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS—Resumed 


Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, Congressman Angell. I am 
sorry I was a few minutes late. I will summarize in about 5 minutes 
what the proposal is and I think it will clear up any doubt you may 
have in your mind. 

Mr. Anceti. The committee will be very glad to hear from you. 

(The statement by Congressman Jack B. Brooks is as follows:) 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY JACK B. BrooKs, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND DiIs- 
rRict oF TEXAS 


Planning studies subsequent to the time of authorization of the plan of im- 
provement of the Neches and Angelina Rivers, Tex., in the River and Harbor 
Act approved March 2, 1945, indicate substantial changes in the benefits and 
cost. The Chief of Engineers by letter dated March 29, 1954, advised the com 
mittee of those changes. The next project which should be undertaken in this 
plan of improvement is the McGee Bend Reservoir on the Angelina River for 
flood control, hydroelectric power, water supply, and other beneficial uses. The 
estimated cost of the McGee Bend Reservoir has been increased to $47 million. 
However, the project as a whole still has a favorable benefit-cost ratio, even 
under relatively severe new criteria of evaluating power benefits, and informa- 
tion furnished to the committee indicates that a contract can be made for the 
sale of power at rates which will return annual payments greater than the 
incremental annual project cost of including the power. Owing to the increased 
project costs and the substantial benefits which will acrue to local interests 
from water supply, the amount of the contribution required of local interests 
under the same percentage of local contribution would be proportionately $7,- 
900,000, which tegether with the $2 million already contributed to the construction 
of dam B would make the total contribution required $9,900,000. The act ap 
proved March 2, 1945, required a contribution toward the first cost of con 
struction of the Rockland Reservoir, dam A, McGee Bend, and dam B. Local 
interests have agreed to contribute, in addition to the $5 million, the amount of 
$200,000 annually for a 50-year period the first payment to be made 5 years from 
the date of completion of McGee Bend Dam. Such offer to pay $10 million over 
a period of time is in addition of $3 million required under the 1945 act. 

It is also important to note that when the power developed is sold at $800,000 
per year or more, as can be done now to private public utilities, the ultimate 
return to the Government on power alone over the 50-year period will be $40 
million. The annual incremental cost of power is $762,000 which figure is ex- 
ceeded by the $800,000 now offered for this power. The knowledge that there is a 
minimum value of $800,000 annually for the power involved certainly should be 
justification for continuing hydroelectric power in the authorization of the 
project. 

The more than one-half million people who are interested in and dependent 
upon the development of the Neches and Angelina River watersheds have relied 
upon the contract of the United States Government. They have put up their 
money, they have committed their resources, all of this having been done in 
1946 and reaffirmed in 1947. Now, under new directives, new rulings, issued 
after this project has been begun and after partial performance has been ac- 
complished hy both parties, it seems only fair and proper that the full feasibility 
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f this multiple purpose project be considered. The full project, including flood 
control, power, and conservation has, even under the more stringent new criteria, 
standing as a beneficial, feasible, and worthwhile project, not piecemeal, but 
as an entity in the complete utilization of the potentialities of this great water- 
shed, the Neches and Angelina Rivers. I particularly request your attention 

the written brief filed with this committee bringing out the equities and 

‘ights of local interests. 

From the standpoint of equity, moral oblngation, and fairness to the good faith 
if half-million American citizens, I am accordingly including some suggested 


UL 
language which I believe represents a solution which gives due consideration 
o the interests of all concerned. 


NECHES AND ANGELINA RIVERS, TEX. 


Neches and Angelina Rivers, Tex.: The plan of improvement authorized in 
the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 10), is hereby 
modified to provide for the construction of the MeGee Bond Reservoir on the 
Angelina River for flood control, hydroelectric power with an installed capacity 
of 45,000 kilowatts, water supply, and other beneficial uses at an estimated cost 
of $47 million as outlined in table 2 of the summary of pertinent information 
concerning Neches and Angelina Rivers, Tex., project dated November 1953 
and filed with the Public Works Committee, March 29, 1954, provided that the 
ower Neches Valley authority, a State agency, in payment of the conservation 
storage contribute $3 million toward the cost of construction on completion of 
McGee Bend Dam and $200,000 annually for a 50-year period the first payment 
to be made 5 years after completion of McGee Bend Dam. 

Mr. Brooxs. The cost of the power will be $762,000 a ye We 
have and will introduce a letter from the independently onal rivate 
utility which operates in this area right here [indicating], pri is 
the Gulf States Utilities Co., in which it states that it is willing to 
pay $800,000 for that power per year, whch would be a net profit 
to the Government of the difference between $800,000 and $762,000. 
$800,000 is what it can be sold for. We do not have to sell it for that. 
We may sell it for more, but they are willing to pay that for it now 
which indicates clearly, I think, that the power is worth more than 
the money we are putting in that dam. 

Starting about 1939 and 1941, this project was worked out with the 
Corps of “Engineers , and in 1945 it was authorized. The project 
originally was to include four dams. In 1946 there was another hear- 
ing and it was agreed then that they would postpone action on the 
Rockland Dam and dam A and would concentrate on McGee a 
and dam B if the local people would increase their contribution to $ 
million for the 2 projects rather than $5 million for the 4 projects. 

The local people agreed to that and put up $2 million for dam B, 
a regulatory dam. The Federal Government has invested $8 million 
in dam B, of which $2 million was put up by local people. They had 
invested $750,000 in planning on McGee Bend. In 1953 there was a 
change in the rules as to the method by which we were going to count 
benefits and give value for benefits. The Corps of Engineers have 
interpreted this in the light of the new rules as well as the rules under 
which we started this. 

When they changed the rules, it makes a considerable difference. 
Take for example ‘the possibility of putting in steam plants. We 
do not even recommend steam plants in east Texas, and I do not think 
the Corps of Engineers will. I think it is an unrealistic yardstick. 
We will save money by putting this power in. 

We have this additional advantage, and we are very proud of it. 
The power company that represents all this area in here and to Baton 
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Rouge, La., is the Gulf States Utilities Co. The vice president of 
that company was in my office and we are on good terms and he said, 
“We will buy this power. We think it will be of benefit to the com- 
munity. We are glad to see REA in the area, we work along with 
them, and there is no conflict.” 

In addition to that, the north area is represented by the company 
from whom you have a letter, I believe, written by Mr. Wilkes. 

This project has been authorized since 1945. A part of it has been 
done, but the part that has been done is of much less value now than it 
will be when the whole project is completed. 

We are confronted with this problem: Before this project can be 
approved by the Appropriations Committee the Bureau of the Budget 
would like to take a look at it. The Bureau of the Budget has 
encouraged the Corps of Engineers to make a restudy of all these proj- 
ects, which they have done, and in the case of this one they felt obli- 
gated to give you a copy of their restudy so that you will know what 
the status is. 

Essentially, what we want to do is establish these facts by testimony 
from the people in my district who know the industrial needs and 
the farming needs, and from the REA people, who know the power 
needs, and from the Lower Neches Valley Authority, which is willing 
to put up every dime they can. This is important. They have tried 
to cooperate and put up money and have agreed voluntarily to put 
up another $10 million. We cannot put it up in cash. We cannot 
float bonds for that amount in 1 year. But they will pay $200,000 a 
year for 50 years, and I think that is indicative of the good faith of 
our local people. That will represent about 30 percent of the total 
cost as opposed to 18 percent of local contribution that would have 
been made under the original plan. 

As I understand it, there is absolutely no hydroelectric or other 
Federal power produced on either the Neches, or Sabine, or Calcasieu. 
or Trinity. Is that correct? 

Colonel Wurprie. Not on the Trinity. 

Mr. Brooks. Those are the rivers involved. We are not concerned 
with the Brazos and we are not concerned with Arkansas. This is 
the area we are concerned with [indicating], and there is no power 
there now and we need it. 

I would like to introduce the people who will give the facts on this. 

Mr. AncetL. Just a minute. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Brooks. If there are any questions at all, I will be glad to try 
to answer them. 

Mr. Ancexx. If there are no questions, you may present your wit- 
nesses. 

Mr. Dempsey. Who will operate this hydroelectric plant if it is 
constructed ? 

Mr. Brooks. If it is constructed as part of the McGee Bend project, 
it would be operated by the Federal Government and the power would 
be sold to a private utility company which is ready and willing to buy 
and ready and willing to protect the interests of the REA’s, of whic 
there are several in the district. 

Mr. Dempsey. They would pay $800,000, as I understand ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, sir 

Mr. Dempsey. And it would cost the Federal Government how 
much ? 
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Mr. Brooks. $762,000. That is the annual cost allocated to power. 

Mr. Dempsey. Does that include depreciation ? 

Mr. Brooks. As I understand it. It is the total cost including all 
the factors. 

Colonel Wurrrte. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsgy. Does it include depreciation ? 

Colonel Wurrrtg. It is an annual figure that includes cost of opera- 
tion, depreciation, amortization, and so forth. 

Mr. Dempsey. Does it include taxes? 

Colonel Wurerte. It does not include any allowance for taxes at all. 

Mr. Brooxs. Were there any other questions? 

Mr. Anoewu. If there are no further questions, you may present your 
witnesses. May we suggest that the witnesses be as brief as possible 
in order that all of them may be heard. 

Mr. Brooxs. Could we take another 20 or 25 minutes? 

Mr. Anoen. That will be all right. 

Mr. Brooks. First I would like to introduce Mr. W. F. Weed, presi- 
dent of the Lower Neches Valley Authority. 

Mr. ANGELL. We will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Weed. 


STATEMENT OF W. F. WEED, PRESIDENT, LOWER NECHES 
VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. Weep. I am W. F. Weed, president of the Lower Neches Valley 
Authority, headquarters at Beaumont, Tex. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority was created by the Texas 
Legislature in 1933 for the purpose of developing the lower Neches 
River and its tributaries, for the benefit of the people of Texas. 

The authority has no taxing power, and for 10 years had only volun- 
tary contributions. In 1948, through voluntary negotiations, we 
acquired the water distribution rights to the flow of the lower Neches 
River. At that time we began to intensify our efforts to find a means 
of obtaining an adequate reserve supply of water above stream for our 
use, and we hired engineers and planned a dam to be built at Rockland 
with our own resources. 

This dam had the approval of some governmental agency—I do not 
recall its name—and we had the right to build a dam on that river. 

We asked for a hearing before the Army engineers in order to get 
a permit to build this dam. This hearing was held in March of 1945 
in Beaumont, Tex. At the time of this hearing the Congress passed 
the omnibus bill of 1945 which authorized among other things the 
building of the four dams on the Neches and Angelina Rivers which 
Colonel W hipple has told you about. 

We were invited to appear before the Army engineers and discuss 
the problem with them. They pointed out that. the building of a 
sini purpose dam for water conservation containing approximately 
i million acre-feet of storage would interfere with “the building of 
the 4 dams because it would remove the incentive of a local agency to 
contribute $5 million toward the cost of these dams. 

Therefore, we abandoned plans to build a dam on the Neches River— 
and we had estimated the cost of that in 1945 to be $5 million—and 
at a conference with the Chief of Engineers and our Congressman 
we agreed to go in with the Federal Government to construct this 
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series of dams. After discussions we made assurances to the Secretary 
of War that we would make the $5 million contribution required of 
local interests. 

However, before this was done, a critical need of water for agricul- 
ture and important war and defense establishments arose. We have 
very important war industries in our area. We produce a large quan- 
tity of aircraft gasoline and we also have a rubber plant, which indus 
tries use a great deal of water. Because of the necessity of keeping 
those defense establishments running, the War Production Board 
in 1945 issued a certificate of necessity to build dam B as an emergency 
matter. They did not have money to do that, and we offered the Corps 
of Engineers to lend them $2 million until Congress gave it to us. 

But before the dam was finished the war was over and the certificate 
was withdrawn. 

The original contemplation was a $5 million contribution to the 
completion of 4 dams. After the restidy it was decided we would 
break that contribution up and we have paid $2 million already, which 
$2 million completed dam B, and we are committted to give $3 million 
more on completion of McGee Bend Dam. 

We are definitely in need of water. We know our contribution does 
not measure up to the present standards to the cost of the water, but we 
want to emphasize the fact we are willing to go as far as we can go. 

My board has authorized me to commit the authority to pay the 
Secretary of War, in addition to the $3 million already committed 
to be paid on completion of MeGee Bend, annual payments of $200,000 
for 50 years, beginning 5 years after the completion of McGee Bend 
Dam. These payments, plus that already made, will total $15 million 
for the completion of 2 dams, against the original proposition of 
paying $5 million for the completion of 4 dams. 

We have studied the finances of our authority; we have had our 
investment bankers do to. We have issued some bonds already; 
we have some outstanding, some 5.5 million of bonds. We feel like 
that is just about as far as we can go and meet the commitments which 
we are offering to make here. 

I want to point this out, and I am asking the committee to approve 
the building of the McGee Bend Dam in accordance with table 2 of 
that summary which was handed to you nnder date of March 29. 
The study of the engineers was dated, I believe, in November of 
1953. That provided for hydroelectric power as well as flood-control 
and water-conservation purposes. 

Now, as has been pointed out, the engineers have estimated an 
annual cost of that power as $762,000, including interest, amortiza- 
tion, and operations. In other words, the $762,000 per year, the 
Government will receive back all of the money that it has spent on 
an amortization basis. 

I have here and I wish to introduce this in evidence, photostatic 
copy of a letter from the president of the Gulf States Utilities Co. 
to me, which letter states that they are willing to purchase the annual 
ouput of this McGee Bend Dam for $800,000, provided that the power 
that the engineers have estimated would be there is actually delivered. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 
GuLr States UTivities Co., 
Beaumont, Tex., April 28, 1954 
Mr. W. F. WEED, 
President, Lower Neches Valle y {uthority, 
Beaumont, Tex. 

DEAR Mr. WEED: We are in full agreement that an adequate supply of fresh 

iter is of vital importance to the Beaumont-Port Arthur area. This company 
ealizes that its own future is substantially dependent upon the continued agri- 

iitural and industrial expansion of that area and therefore desires to cooperate 
o the maximum extent warranted by economic considerations in order to insure a 
ontinuous and reliable source of water supply. 

Various plans have been considered over the years for the conservation of 
water and the incidental production of hydroelectric power on the Neches 
(Angelina Rivers. Some 3 months ago you approached this company and dis- 
cussed the existing status of those plans and submitted certain pertinent data 
thereon requesting that this company study the matter with a view to making 
a concrete offer to purchase the hydroelectric power output as then projected 
Subsequently, we discussed details of the project with both the Corps of Engi 
neers, Fort Worth district in Fort Worth, Tex., and with the Federal Power 
Commission in Forth Worth. We were advised that the latest report on the 
project by the Corps of Engineers had not been approved by Office of Chief of 
Engineers. However, based on the data furnished us at that time and upon 
related load studies on our own system, we hereby offer to purchase the entire 
electrical output of the McGee Bend project for an annual sum of $800,000, 
payable in equal monthly installments, subject to the execution with appropriate 
governmental authority of a mutually satisfactory agreement, which, among 
ther things, shall provide: 

(1) That sufficient primary energy will be available to produce depend 
able peaking capacity of 43,000 kilowatts in any 12 months continual period 
for at least 1,752 hours with a maximum availability in any 1 month of 
151.11 hours and a minimum availability of 118.99 hours. 


(2) That in addition to the above dependable peaking capacity and accom 
panying prime energy, secondary energy of not less than 53,964,000 kilowatt 
hours per year, averaged over the term of agreement, will be delivered to 


Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(3) Generation of all energy will be as scheduled by Gulf States Utilities 
Co. to meet its load requirements. 

(4) Delivery will be at 138,000 volts at the dam site, with the necessary 
setup substation facilities to be provided by other than Gulf States Utilities 
Co. 

(5) Scheduled maintenance outages will be coordinated with the main 
tenance program of Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(6) Unless a mutually satisfactory agreement can be reached within a 
period of 3 years from the date hereof, Guif States Utilities Co. may with 
draw this offer upon 6 months’ written notice. 

If for any cause whatsoever the dependable peaking capacity, the primary 
energy and/or the secondary energy as above set forth shall not be made avail 
able to Gulf States Utilities Co., then the annual payment of $800,000 will be 
appropriately revised. 

Yours very truly, 

Gutr States Urriitires Co. 
By R. S. Newson, President. 

There is one more point that I want to bring out and that is Senator 
l.yndon Johnson presented a study made by the Department of the In- 
terior on July 8, 1953, which is known as Senate Document No. 58, 83d 
Congress, Ist session. This study indicates that there is a surplus 
of water in east Texas that can be transported to the valley in the 
southwest area of Texas, and if we build a dam on the Neches River 
with that hydroelectric power ee in it, because there will be a 
lot of water stored for hydroelectric power, that water, when used, 
can be available for transportation purposes farther west. 

I just want you gentlemen to keep that in mind because if we ever 
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build a small dam up there, because insofar as we can find out there 
is only one available dam site on the Angelina River which is capable 
of storing enough water to be of use to us, and if we built without 
the hydroelectric feature in it, the additional water that it will store, 
and therefore use, it might seriously damage any further use of con- 
servation water later on. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Mr. Weed. 

Are there any questions by membeis of the committee / 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to ask just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceii. Yes, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. We had a situation somewhat similar to this in the 
State of Oregon which the committee passed on, and that was a flood- 
control project, and we made arrangements with the city of Eugene 
to pay the difference for the establishment of the power, and the Fed- 
eral Government determined the matter of the difference in the cost 
of power, and that would be theirs. Is there anything down in your 
district by which you would be able to step into the breach and pay for 
the additional cost for the use of the power? 

Mr. Weep. I believe not. 

Mr. Ancety. Any further questions? 

Mr. Dempsey. What rate of interest do you figure to pay on this 
project ¢ 

Mr. Weep. I understand the Government’s interest rate usually is 
2.5 percent. 

Mr. Dempsey. Two point five percent? 

Mr. Weep. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. And what rate of depreciation ? 

Mr. Weep. Over 50 years, I think it is, is what they figure the life 
of the project to be. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, do they pay the 2.5 percent, plus 2.5 
annual amortization, or just pay the interest ¢ 

Mr. Weep. Two percent annual amortization, I believe. 

Mr. Scupper. Two percent? 

Mr. Weep. Two percent, I believe, Mr. Scudder, plus 214 percent is 
my understanding. I do not know the formula that the Army engi- 
neers use. 

Mr. Ance.x. Is that right, colonel ? 

Colonel Wutrrie. Not exactly. The amortization is figured on 
21% percent interest basis, but it is done on a sinking fund basis, suffi- 
cient to amortize the cost of the project over a 50-year life. 

Mr. Scupper. Well, that does not include interest at all, does it? 
You say an amortization basis; you are not paying any interest at 
all; you are just amortizing the loan? 

Colonel Wurerte. They will pay 2.5 percent interest and, in addi- 
tion to that, they will pay the amortization rate on the original invest- 
ment over a 50-year period which amounts to slightly more than 1 
percent additional. 

Mr. Weep. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to 
have included in the record a letter written by me to the Public Works 
Committee, dated May 24, 1954, which sets out in considerable detail 
the data on which our request is based. 

Mr. Anceiti. Without objection, the letter will be made a part of 
the record, 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY, 
Beaumont, Ter., May 24, 1954. 
PusLIc WorKs COMMITTEE, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : The Lower Neches Valley Authority is a State of Texas agency 
charged with the orderly and useful development of the lower Neches River 
and its tributaries. It was created in 1933. I am the president of this authority. 

For 10 years we sought a solution for our deficient water-supply problem. In 
1948, through voluntary negotiations, we acquired the water-distribution rights 

almost all of the flow of the lower Neches River and began intensified studies 
of methods of obtaining an adequate reserve supply of water. 

In March of 1945 a public hearing was held in Beaumont, Tex., on LNVA’s 
application to the War Department to build a dam at Rockland to impound 
approximately 1 million acre-feet of water. At about the time of the hearing 
the Congress of the United States passed the authorization bill of 1945, authoriz- 
ing, among other things, the building of 2 large and 2 small dams on the Neches 
River and its principal tributary, the Angelina, according to the conditions set 
out in Senate Document 98, 76th Congress, 1st session. 

This report, submitted by the Army engineers in May of 1939, provided that 
no work on the project be initiated until a local agency agreed to contribute 
$5 million toward the cost of the project, which contribution would be made on 
completion of the entire project. 

LNVA has received estimates that a dam meeting its requirements could in 
1945 be built by the authority for approximately $5 million. At a conference 
with the Chief of Engineers and our Congressman in 1945 on the matter of our 
application for a permit we were informed that our project would seriously inter- 
fere with the authorized project, and we were solicited by these parties to become 
the sponsors of the authorized Senate Document 98 project. Therefore, recog- 
nizing that the development of these rivers according to Senate Document 98 
would benefit the Nation to a much greater degree than our proposed single- 
purpose dam, we abandoned our plans and application. We made the required 
assurances of $5 million. 

Owing to the critical need of water for agriculture and important war and 
defense establishments, the War Production Board in 1945 issued a certificate 
of necessity to build the smallest element of the project, namely, dam B. Before 
work could be started on this dam, however, the war ended and the certificate 
was withdrawn. Our efforts were then directed toward getting congressional 
appropriations to build us a water supply, either long-term or emergency. Dam B 
was completed in 1951 as an emergency relief supply. That it is inadequate is 
proven by the fact that all water in it was used in 1951 and 1952 and 85 percent 
in 1953. During all of these years rationing of water was demanded of our 
consumers, and as a result products suffered. 

LNVA has repeatedly increased its commitment to the Secretary of War, 
regarding the payment of $5 million. It now stands as an actually delivered 
$2 million and the assurance of $3 million more on completion of McGee Bend 
Dam. We are willing to go further—in fact, as far as we think we can safely 
go—because we still desperately need more water. My board has authorized me 
to commit the authority to pay the Secretary of War, in addition to the $3 
million already committed to be paid on completion of McGee Bend, annual 
payments of $200,000 for 50 years, beginning 5 years after completion of McGee 
Bend Dam. These payments, plus that already made, will total $15 million 
against the $5 million initially asked, and will be made on completion of one-half 
of the originally contemplated project. 

I wish to point out that I am asking this committee to approve the project 
as outlined in table II of the summary of pertinent information concerning 
Neches-Angelina Rivers, Tex., project, which summary was prepared by the 
Fort Worth district of the Corps of Engineers under date of November 1953, 
and which summary, I understand, was transmitted to this committee under 
date of March 29, 1954. 

We are desirous of seeing flood control and hydroelectric power reservoirs 
ncluded. The necessity of flood control needs no explanation. In regard to 
hydroelectric power, we have a letter from our local electric utility company 
making a firm offer to purchase the electrical output of the dam for a flat sum 

f $800,000 per annum, provided the power estimated by the engineers to be 
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ivailable, is delivered. I understand that the engineers’ estimate of the annual 
cost of this power is slightly less than th*‘s sum. It therefore appears to me t 
be justified 

I further point out that there is an oversupply of water in the valley of this 
river, while further west there is an opposite condition. A study of this problem 
has been made by the Department of the Interior and presented by Hon 
Lyndon Johnson, senior Senator from Texas, on July 8, 1953, as Senate Document 
57, 88d Congress, Ist session. This study develops the feasibility of harnessing 
the oversupply of water in east Texas and delivering it to west Texas. If this 
project is not built with the hydroelectric pool, conservation of a large amount 
of water that could be so used will be lost. 

In conclusion, may I respectfully request that this committee sympatheticall 
consider our dire need for a reserve water supply and our strenuous efforts t 
acquire such. If, in your discretion, you feel that more is required of us, please 
so point out, keeping in mind that we have made a thorough study of our 
abilities to pay, and feel that we have about reached them in this proposal ; and 
that this proposal is far greater than contemplated when we made our original 
guaranty and paid out our $2 million. 

This is a general statement of our position. The gentlemen with me have 
more specific statements of various phases of the project. May I call on them 
now ? 

Yours truly, 
W. F. WEEp, 
President, Lower Neches Valley Authority 


Mr. Anceti. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you, Mr. Weed. 

Mr. Weep. Thank you. 

Mr. Ancett. Any further witnesses, Mr. Brooks ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present briefly 
Mr. Howard Hicks, secretary of the Chamber of Commerce of Beau 
mont, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD HICKS, SECRETARY, CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, BEAUMONT, TEX.—Resumed 


Mr. Anceii. Mr. Hicks, the committee will be very glad to heat 
you. 

Mr. Hicks. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is Howard 
Hicks, manager of the Beaumont, Tex., Chamber of Commerce, an 
organization ‘composed of some 2,000 business and professional men 


Jeaumont, Tex. 


We are “busting” at the seams in Beaumont. We are building 
plants. We need the water. We need protection from the hazards of 
floods on the Neches River, on the lower Neches, as it affects Beaumont. 

We are a refining area, and an industrial area, and we are an agri- 
cultural area. We grow great quantities of rice in our area, and we 

cannot grow any more rice because we do not have the water to grow 
more r ic e. 

We are building in our immediate area at this particular time 3 new 
pli :nts, 3 new industrial plants which add to the wealth of this countr y: 
The Du Pont plant, and a large paper mill at Evadale on the Neches 
River, 20 miles from Beaumont; and a large sawmill, a $10 million 
sawmill, if you will, at Silsbee, just north of Beaumont. 

We are in dire need of this project. We believe that the Federal 
Government has a contract with the people in our area. We have 
already committed some $2 million to the Lower Neches Valley Au- 
thority, to this project, and we feel that the Government has entered 


in 
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into a contract with us to provide this facility on the Neches River. 
We would like to see some progress made toward the completion of this 
project which we feel is not a new project but a continuation of a 
project already authorized by the Congress. 
~ Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANGELL. Thank you, Mr. Hicks. 


STATEMENT OF LYLE VICKERS, MANAGER, PORT ARTHUR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, TEXAS 


Mr. Ancetx. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present for a brief 
statement Mr. Lyle Vickers, manager of the Port Arthur Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Vickers, the committee will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Vickers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Lyle Vickers. Mr. Hicks has already told you that we are 
an industrial area. We are in entire accord with the remarks pre- 
sented by Mr. Weed. We do need the water in our community. Our 
community cannot grow, our industries cannot expand, and our indus- 
tries are principally plants which are used for the defense effort in 
times of war—rubber plants and gasoline, aviation gasoline plants. 

We beg your indulgence and ask your favorable consideration of the 
presentation which has been made. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF D. C. BUTTS, REPRESENTING THE McGEE BEND 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Aner. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Angell, I would like now to present for a brief 
statement the man who represents the McGee Bend Development 
Association, which is comprised of people from throughout that sec- 
tion and from throughout the watershed which would be developed, 
and who realize the importance of this project. He is a man, as he 
said, from the forks of the creek, Mr. D. C. Butts, and I would like 
for the members of the committee to know him. 

Mr. Ancetut. Mr. Butts, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you. 

Mr. Burrs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I live 
up on the upper reaches of the watershed that you are considering 
today. I am the president of the McGee Bend Development Asso- 
ciation, which is composed of members of the lower reaches as well 
as the upper reaches of the valley. 

We need this for flood control and for recreation. We do not 
have any recreation facilities in that area from the gulf coast to the 
Denison Dam in north Texas, or east or west, and we would like your 
indulgence for consideration of this project. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you, Mr. Butts. 

Mr. Butts. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF B. N. BEASLEY, MANAGER, ELECTRIC CO-OPS, 
ST. AUGUSTINE, TEX. 


Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, I have about two more witnesses and 
that will wind up our presentation. I appreciate the committee 
taking the time to let these people make the presentation to you. 

I would like to present now Mr. Beasley of the East Texas Co-op 
of St. Augustine, and I would like him to make a statement to the 
committee, 

Mr. Ancetu. Mr. Beasley. 

Mr. Brastey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

My name is B. N. Beasley. Iam manager of the electric cooperative 
at St. Augustine, Tex., serving six counties in that portion of the State. 

I am happy to appear before you today, especially as the representa- 
tive of the power interests of our portion of the State. 

I would like to give vou a few reasons why our people feel so 
strongly that power belongs in the McGee Bend Dam. It was author- 
ized some 10 years ago, for power, as a part of a 4-dam system, an 
we believe it to be the only way in which full Sse can be ha ad 
of the site. 

Power is an assured revenue producer as has been pointed out 
earlier. More than the estimated cost is assured by the offer of one 
of the largest private utilities on the gulf coast of Texas, the Gulf 
States Utilities Co., and that letter, I believe, has been made a part 
of this hearing, offering to pay at least $800,000 a year. 

I would like to point out also that the nature of the power will be 
useful for peaking purposes; that is, for integration with private 
power supply in the area, and it will supplement “the thermal capacity 
already existing and will be chiefly beneficial to those people on an 
integrated basis for meeting short-time peak demand requirements in 
the electrical systems which are integrated. 

Mr. Anceti. Will you permit a question ? 

Mr. Beastey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneriu. What is the capacity for the production of power on 
this project ? 

Mr. Beastry. Forty-five thousand kilowatts is proposed for tl 
McGee Bend Dam. 

Mr. Ancetu. That is prime power? 

Mr. Beastey. That is the amount of the installed capacity. 

Now your chairman, I believe, has a letter from Mr. Wilkes, a copy 
of which I have in my possession, representing the Southwestern Gas 
& Electric Co., the people serving that part of the east Texas line, 
adjacent to the upper reaches of this basin, wherein that company also 
supports full development with power, and makes the statement to 
the effect that it can be very well integrated and is very valuable to 
the private utility companies. 

Another point I would like to make, and which I think should not 
be lost sight of—and this may be a little unusual—is that power at 
McGee Bend Dam is not. a noncontroversial item. 'Two cooperatives 
and two power companies are offering testimony at this hearing in 
support of the full development of the resources of this project. 
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The people up and down the valley are solidly behind the McGee 
Bend Dam, and it would seem to us that the Lower Neches Valley 
Authority has gone a long way toward giving assurance of their part, 
in answering their financial responsibility in this matter. ‘The power 
companies and the cooperatives are united in their support of the 
power features and at prices exceeding the cost to the Government. 

We sincerely believe that this project represents an outstanding 
example of what a true multipurpose project should be and that it has 
unusual merit. 

If you will examine the total proposed investment of $47 million, 
taking out the power which the Gulf States Utilities Co. has assured 
of paying more than the cost, then remove that from the $47 million, 
and take the $15 million that the lower river valley is offering for water 
conservation—rather for conservation of water from the project— 
and I think you will find that the project, out of the $47 million, has 
an unusually small amount remaining, representing the investment 
by the Federal Government in this project. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneett. Thank you. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Scupprr. 1 would like to ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aneeti. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. With respect to irrigation water, is there a charge 
for irrigation water ? 

Mr. beastey. There is. I do not know that I can answer the ques- 
tion definitely, but I think it is covered by the breakdown supplied in 
the Army engineers’ report. 

Mr. Scupprer. How much is the local contribution to this project? 

Mr. Brastey. For water ? 

Mr. Scupper. I mean how much is the local contribution to the con- 
struction cost of this project ? 

Mr. Brooks. There is a total of $15 million under this program. 

Mr. Scupper. That you are going to put up when this is started ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. No. Ww e are going to put up—not exactly when it 
started; we cannot raise the-—— 

Mr. Scupper (interposing)., You are not matching Federal money 
in this project ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. Fiity percent of the cost? No, sir. We are putting 
up—— 

Mr. Scupper. Are you putting anything into the original cost? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, sir; $5 million in cash. 

Mr. Scupper. Five million dollars? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, plus the commitment to pay an additional $10 
million. 

Mr. Scupprr, Over how long a period will that be paid? 

Mr. Brooxs. It will be paid i in increments of $200,000 per year for 
a period of 50 years. The first payment would be m: ade 5 years after 
the completion ef the dam. In other words, what the local interests 
are going to do, is they are going to float a bond to pay $3 million in 
cash and then they will have that paid down to the extent where 
they can make a payment of $200,00 a year, after the 5-year period, 
for the completion of the 50-year period, making their payment to the 
Government $15 million. That is three times as much as was origi- 
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nally proposed that the local interests pay. Originally, we were just 
to pay $5 million and we voluntarily agreed to pay the additional 
amount in view of the increased cost and in view of the desire to have 
economy in Government. 

Mr. Scupper. We have a project out in my district where we are 
paying 40 percent. 

Mr. Brooks. This is really just slightly over 30 percent. 

Mr. Anceti. Any further questions? 

Mr. Beastry. May I add that there is considerable difference in 
this area. I have been up in the Northwest, and I have seen Bonne- 
ville project and some of the others, and there is a wide difference in the 
type of power that is produced in the Northwest on the Columbia, in 
comparison with that which can be produced in the Southwest. You 
can produce continuous power in the Northwest with no difficulty 
because of the nature of the flow of the river. And in the Southwest, 
we have enormous floods and enormous droughts following them, so 
that the water that is impounded, while it is extremely valuable to 
the area for many purposes, the amount of power that can be pro- 
duced, is power that is chiefly valuable as peaking power. So that it 
has unusual value; it has really more value than the average cost of 
continuous power, much greater, because it releases to the utilities com- 
panies, into whose system it is integrated, that have to make invest- 
ments to meet the short-time peaking demand requirement for their 
own system, so that the peaking power from this dam has an unusual 
value. I think if you will take the offer which the utility company 
has made and divide it by the Army engineeers’ st: itement of the 
amount of firm power in the project, and you reduce it to a kilowatt- 
hour basis, you will find it several times over the average cost of 
producing thermal energy on a base-loaded plant. 

Mr. AncELL. What is the cost per kilowatt-hour ? 

Mr. Beastey. Around 12 mills, I imagine. 

Mr. Anoetu. That is very high. 

Mr. Brastey. It is very high but it has very great value, however. 
If it did not have great value the utilities would not agree to pay it. 
They are paying over 13 mills out at another project, on a contract ne- 
gotiated between the companies and the—— 

Mr. ANGELL (interposing). What is the cost per kilowatt on the 
Columbia River ? 

Mr. Brastey. It is very, very low, and that is on continuous power. 

Mr. Ancext, Less than 2 mills, is it not? 

Mr. Brastey. Yes, with continuous power. That is the point I 
want to make. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Any further questions? 

Mr. Beastey. This is peaking power I refer to here. 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you, sir, for your statement. 

Mr. Beastey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF E. W. EASTERLING, ATTORNEY FOR LOWER 
NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr, Ance.u. Mr. Brooks, 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like now to present E. W. 
Easterling, attorney for the LNVA, a man who has devoted some 15 
years of his life to this project. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 823 


Mr. Eastertine. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
[ was very much impressed with the statement that our Congressman, 
Mr. Brooks, made to this committee. 

I think we would be dealing here with an entirely different problem 
f this were just a new project coming up here for authorization, but 
there have been equities, there have been a lot of rights created since 
the authorization of this project in 1945. We local people down 
there—and I was impressed by the intimations here of the interest of 
private enterprise in this project, and I just happened to have in my 
files a report that I got up for the district engineer on this project, 
and you will find among those—and I am going to file it with the com- 
mittee—you will find letters from not only the chambers of commerce, 
who represent business, but the Gulf Oil Corp. which has a multi- 
million dollar plant at Port Arthur. 

Here is a letter from them authorized by their president urging that 

this project be built; that is signed by their general superintendent. 

Here is a copy of a letter from the Texas Gulf Sulphur Co., which 
produces a major portion of the sulfur in the United States right at 
their Beaumont plant, which uses 5 million gallons of water daily. 
The Gulf Oil Co. uses 20 millions. 

Here is a letter from the Du Pont Co., which has just established 
a big chemical plant there. 

Here is a letter from the Pure Oil Co., which operates a big refinery 
on the Neches River. 

One from the Texas Co., one of the largest refineries in the world, 
located at Port Arthur. 

The Atlantic Refining Co. 

The Jefferson Chemical Co., which is made up of the American 
Cyanamide Co. and other refineries in the area. 

Another letter from the Magnolium Co., the principal branch of 
the Socony-Vacuum Co. 

Mr, Ancett, May I ask you a question there? 

Mr. Easteriina. Yes. 

Mr. Ancetx. Those large concerns, with their tremendous resources, 
facing this problem, why do they not build it? 

Mr. Easrerurne. Sir, it is not the function of private enterprise 
to provide flood control, navigational benefits, water supply for in- 
dustrial uses and agriculture. 

Mr. Ancety. In the West, we have in the past had some of these 
multipurpose projects, where the Federal Government pays for the 
flood control and for the navigation benefits but the generation of 
power is paid for by private interests. 

Mr. Eastrerting. Now, these people, who represent these plants— 
you might call it big business—are interested in seeing that this Fed- 
eral project is built. The private utilities in that area is a $204 million 
concern, and, as has been said, they will cooperate to the fullest 
extent; they would put a base value on this power of $800,000. If 
they are willing to make a firm commitment today—and this letter 
says it is good ‘for 3 years—and that is putting a bottom ceiling on 
the value of that power which it can actually be sold for, so we 
have a pretty general agreement in the community on this project. 

Now, as to the equity involved : In 1945, there was a restudy made 
of this project. It was authorized in 193 9—I mean it was restudied 
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in 1939—and it was approved in 1945, and.the engineers made this re- 
study in 1945, and ms their report in 1946 which brought out that 
this dam would cost $42 million, as a multiple-purpose dam. 

Now, the Lower Neches Valley Authority was approached to put 
up $5 million. The original authorization provided that, before the 
work was started on this project, there be some local interests, or 
that the local interests of the State of Texas should agree to put up 
$5 million toward the cost of the project. 

The cost of the project was estimated under the 1939 study at $28 
million. 

Now, that is about 18 percent of the total cost of the project. 

In the 1945 study, they brought that cost wp to $42 million on the 
McGee eae Dam, and at that time, with the full knowledge of the 
cost of it, the Secretary of the Army approved our assurance to put 
$5 mi lion into this project ; and in 1946 and in 1947, appeared before 
the Ap propraban Committee of the Congress; with all of this in- 
formation fully before it, the Congress authorized the beginning of 
construction of this project. There are two phases of it, the McGee 
Bend Dam and dam B, a single operating unit. 

In 1948, they made additional commitments, or appropriations, with 
all of these factors in front of them. 

In 1949, they approved an appropriation for $1.8 million for the 
completion of dam B. And after that money was appropriated to 
complete dam B—I beg your pardon, in 1948, they appropriated $1.8 
million to complete dam B, and we were to put in $2 million with the 
$1.8 million, which was to finish up the contract on dam B, and we put 
in that $2 million. 

The next year, 1949, they appropriated $200,000 for beginning of 
planning of the McGee Bend Dam. 

Now, at that time, we finished paying up the $2 million. We paid 
in two ins tallments; we paid $1,500,000 in 1948 and $500,000 in 1949. 

! t wih the full knowledge that the cost of the McGee 
Bend Som that the Congress knew what the McGee Bend Dam 
was going to cost, and they appropriated money for the McGee Bend 
Dam to start in 1949; and in 1950, they appropriated $200,000, and 
in 1951, with the Korean situation such as it was, there were no new 
starts ordered and the directive of the administration was that there 
be no new starts, and they picked out, the Corps of Engineers, picked 
out 9 projects and ap peared before the Appropriations Committee 
and said that these 9 pro} ects they considered most important toward 
national economy and the defense to get started as early as possible, 
and they were asking for $75,000 to complete this advance planning 
on the McGee Bend Dam. 

Now, we have our $2 million in the project up to that time, and the 
planning has been completed on this project. 

And in 1953, we are informed that on account of these costs, and 
the directive of the Bureau of the Budget, that in the face of this 
information in this letter, commitment of $800,000, that they did not 
believe that there was a market for that power that would cover the 
cost of installing it. 

I think that part of it has been pretty well resolved. 

And then they came to us about the fact that we were just going 
to put $3 million into this $42 million projec t. 
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So, as stated in paragraph 11 of the restudy report before this 
ommittee, that has been filed by the engineers, the Corps of Engi- 
eers reviewed the fact that the original authorization required the 
local interests to produce 18 percent ‘of the cost of the whole project. 

We reviewed our financial ability. We state that we have made our 

surance which has been accepted by the Secretary of the Army, and 
1as been before the Appropriations Committee, which is tantamount 

actual approval by their having made appropriations throughout 
these years. 

Wes ay we know from that, that it creates some equities, some rights, 

| the local people who have some limit to their credit ability, and “who 

ive gone to the limit of their credit, to put up this money to see the 
verall project completed. 

The extent of our financial ability will be to put $3 million into the 

struction of the McGee Bend Dam and then to put $200,000 a year 
dditional, and our finances will permit that, and our revenues, solely 
from the sale and distribution of raw water. We have to go away up 
the river, above the salt water incursion, and we have 345 miles of 
nal constructed for the distribution of water in that area. 

Now that is more—that will be $15 million that we will have in this 
project. We were originally required only to put up $5 million and 

e are willing to make a firm agreement that we will put up that much 
noney for this project. 

And our Congressman is going to suggest a modification of the 
original authorization to provide that, before any appropriation is 
made for the beginning of the construction of the McGee Bend Dam, 

it we must change our authorization, our original assurance, or 
commitment, not to $5 million but that we will put in this additional 
$3 million and $200,000 a year for 50 years. 

Mr. Ancretit. We thank you for your statement. The time has 
expired. 

Mr. Easrertine. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ancetn. Is there anything further, Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, there is one correction that should be 
ade for the record. 

Mr. Brastey. Mr. Kinney (?) kindly called my attention to the fact 
that I may have left the wrong impression in response to a question 
from one of you gentlemen of the committee this morning, when I said 
something about 12 mills being the cost of power. 

[ was referring to the prime energy. Now the report which the 
Army engineers have submitted to the committee will indicate the 
a age of 129 million kilowatts per year of energy on the McGee 
Bend Dam, which results in an average cost for an average year, for 
the average flow, of 6 mills per kilowatt-hour. You see, there is quite 
. little difference between the 

Mr. AneeLt (interposing). That includes both the primary and 
secondary ¢ 

Mr. Beastey. The primary and secondary, yes. 

Mr. Anceii. We thank you. 

Mr. Brooxs. I would like to ask, in view of the original contract 
hat the people in this have had with the Government, and I hope that 
vou can see your way clear to maintain the faith that the people have 
had in the Federal Government to conclude this thing as originally 
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started. They have gone to the absolute limit of their capacity in 
contributing local funds. 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you, Mr. Brooks, for your very fine pres- 
entation. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement from Hon. T. A. Thompson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF T. A. THOMPSON, MEMBER OF CoNGRESS FROM LOUISIANA, IN THE 
Support or McGee Benp PrRoJecT ON THE ANGELINA River, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this opportunity to speak briefly in support 
of the McGee Bend project on the Angelina River, Tex. Although the proposed 
improvement is physically located some miles over the line in our neighbor State, 
the benefits will accrue to a considerable area. 

I am informed that this project which was authorized in the 1945 Rivers and 
Harbors Act is before your committee for review of scope, costs, and local par- 
ticipation in the light of present day conditions. I am sure that the Corps of 
Engineers and the local interests have given you the pertinent facts and details. 

This project is a unit of a comprehensive plan to provide important flood 
control storage and conserve water for navigation improvement, water supply, 
and irrigation. It will also include hydroelectric generating facilities for the 
ultimate benefit of not only western Texas, but also a portion of the State of 
Louisiana. 

This appears, Mr. Chairman, to be another example, so typical of many streams 
tributary to the gulf where water as now uncontrolled is both harmful and guing 
to waste. Yet, with cooperation, vision, sound planning, and money this water 
could be put to beneficial, multiple-purpose use. 

I am sure this commitee will carefully review the potentialities of the McGee 
Bend project and, if found to be economically sound, I hope it will provide the 
necessary green light for further detailed planning and construction. 


Mr. Ancetu. If there is nothing further, the hearing on this matter 
will be closed. 


(Whereupon, the committee proceeded to the consideration of busi- 
ness 1n executive session. ) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 3, 1954 


Houser ofr REepPresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, dD, QO; 

The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors met at 1:30 p. m., Hon. 
Homer D. Angell (chairman), presiding. 

Mr. Anceti. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works will please be in order. We will take up as 
our first project this afternoon the Fall River Harbor, Mass. 

Colonel Allen, will you present this item for the Army engineers ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED 
STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Atuen. Mr. Chairman, the report on the Fall River Harbor 
project is submitted in accordance with the resolution of the House 
Public Works Committee, of the 6th of July 1949. 


Fatt River Hareor, Mass. 


Fall River is located about 50 miles south of Boston, just at the end 
of Narragansett Bay; Narraganset Bay is in here, on the river, at the 
upper portion | indicating}. 

The population of Fall River is slightly less than 300,000 people, 
with the tributary areas, the metropolitan area, and Fall River. The 
industry of Fall River consists primarily of textiles and rubber prod- 
ucts, brass, copper, and silver manufacturing industries. A good 
many of these industries use fuel oil for the generation of power. 

The committee for Fall River 1952 was nearly $2 million; it increased 
1 million tons since 1944; in other words, it doubled in the last 10 
years. Ninety percent of that tonnage was fuel oil. It was brought 
into the terminal at Tiverton, R. I., and Fall River. 

The harbor has a number of terminal facilities with depths of berths 
averaging from 26 to 35 feet, with numerous small terminals with 
lesser depths. 

The State of Massachusetts has expended nearly $2 million in re- 
cent years for the development of the State piers in Fall River, in 
order to generate the additional cargo and the additional tonnage for 
the port of Fall River. 

The existing project for Fall River consists of a 35-foot channel 
from the Mount Hope Bay, over to the Tiverton waterfront; thence 
northward along the river front to the general Fall River area, up 
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through two bridges and up through the Tauton River, all authorized 
at a depth of 35 feet with varying widths. That project is completed 
with the exception of a section of 134 miles from the Massachusetts 
Rhode Island boundary, shown here, to the juncture with the other 
channels. When this 35-foot river front channel was authorized from 
Mount Hope Bay up along the river front, the previous 30-foot chan 
nel which went out in the midsection of the bay was abandoned. And 
no maintenance has been done on this channel since the adoption of 
this project to the 35 feet. 

Local interests now desire that the 30-foot channel alinement be 
reauthorized, that is, that the project be modified to terminate the 
35-foot project at the extension of the present project depth [indic at- 
ing | and picking it up in here and reactivate this alinement to a dept! 
of 35 feet. 

The reason for their desires are these: About 80 percent of the traf 
fic coming into Fall River terminates up in this area [indicating], and 
ships now terminate at that point—use the 30-foot channel at the high 
tide. 

They desire to eliminate any routes along this way and they desire to 
have this project abandoned with respect to the depth of 35 feet. The 
Chief of Engineers, after the recommendation of the division engi- 
neer and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, recommends 
the adoption of the midbay channel at a depth of 35 feet, a width of 
400 feet, and the modification of the project to eliminate this portio1 
from the existing authorization. The cost of that recommendation 
would be $694,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the project is 1. be the benefits being de 
rived from damages, ship damages, by reason of navigating the por 
tion of the channel, saving of the ship’s time going the direct route as 
opposed to the route along the riverfront. 

The State of Massachusetts concurred in the finding of the Chief of 
Engineers. The State of Rhode Island is disappointed in the aban 
donment of the 35-foot channel at this point [indicating], the 
Massachusetts-Rhode Island boundary being right in here. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
this report to the Congress and has no comment to make on the report. 
Other agencies have no objection. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Colonel, why was the more direct route abandoned and 
the route along the shore adopted ? 

Colonel Atiten. It was thought, at that time, Mr. Chairman—there 
was a feeling that the adoption of this alinement would encourage the 
development of industry and terminal facilities along here [indicat 
ing]. The State of Massachusetts, however, has pointed out it has 
developed terminals up in here and that they now desire to have a more 
straight shot out of the Mount Hope Bay as opposed to the riverfront 
channel. 

Mr. Mack. What isthe length of that through channel ? 

Colonel Atten. The new channel ? 

Mr. Mack. It will have about what length ? 

Colonel AtiEeN. It would be about 21% miles from here [indicating | 
and about 134 miles from here [| indicating]. 

Mr. Mack. There is no need for a turning basin in that short dis 
tance ? 


Colonel ALLEN. No. 
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Mr. AnceLyt. Would the old channel be filled up ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. The old channel, by previous authorization, was 25 
feet, and that has maintained itself at the natural depth, natural con- 
trolling depth, of 25 feet. 

Mr. Ancetxi. What happens to the other channel for the route ? 

Colonel Aten, This would be maintained at 35 feet. There is an 
mportant oil terminal right at this point [indicating]. 

Mr. ANGELL. What would happen to the other channel if this is reac- 

vated ¢ 

Colonel AtiteNn. This is not to be maintained, since the adoption 
of this channel—and it has a controlling depth of somewhere in the 

cinity of 30 feet and the larger ships can now transit this channel 

high tide. 

Mr. AnGeti. Dr. Neal, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Neat, I think not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you very much, Colonel Allen. 

Colonel ALLEN. Thank you, 


STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MILNE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO THE SPEAKER, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. Anoeti. Are there any other witnesses on this project ? 

Mr. Milne, the committee will be very glad to hear you. 

Mr. Mizner. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement from Speaker Mar- 
tin, in whose district this project is located, in which he says: 


I am advised that your committee will consider on June 3 the report of the 
soard of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on Fall River (Mass.) Harbor. This 
report was made in response to a resolution of the Public Works Committee 
adopted on July 6, 1949. (H. Doc. No. 628, 79th Cong., 2d sess.) 

rhe Board of Engineers, as the result of extensive hearings and reviews, has 
recommended modification of the existing project for Fall River Harbor to pro- 

ide for the development of the so-called midbay channel instead of the inshore 
channel as provided by the existing project. 

It will be noted that the Board, in its report, stated that the benefits to be 
lerived from the midbay channel justify the additional cost of this project. 

I would like to point out that the local interests in the Fall River area are 
unanimous in advocating the proposed change. It was recommended also by 
the various levels of authority in the Corps of Engineers and the full Board 
of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget stated it had no objection to the sub- 
inission of the report and it comes to the House with the approval of the Sec- 

etary of the Army. 

The development of this harbor is an integral part of a plan of the city 
authorities and local interests to promote the economic progress of Fall River 
and the surrounding area. It will make the area more attractive for industries 
to locate there. 

Together with the local interests involved, I have been urging this modification 
for the past 6 years. This proposal is the happy culmination of a long and ex- 
tended effort to secure just and fair treatment for the important area which 
this fine waterway serves. I am happy to urge at this time that the committee 
adopt the recommendations of the Department of the Army and all who are 
concerned in this matter. 


That is signed Joseph W. Martin, Jr. 

Mr. Anertn. Thank you, Mr. Milne. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Milne by members of the committee? 

If not, we thank you, Mr. Milne. 

Mr. Mitne. Thank you. 

Mr. Anoen.. If there are no further witnesses, we will take up the 
next project. 
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Grays Harpsor Ann CuenaArts River, Wash. 


Mr. Anoet. The committee will take up at this time Grays Harbor 
and Chehalis River project, Washington. 

Colonel Allen, will you give us the engineers’ report on this 
project ¢ 

Colonel Atten. Mr. Chairman, this report is submitted in accord- 
ance with the resolution of the House Public Works Committee on 
the 22d of April 1947. It has no document number; it has not been 
printed. 

Grays Harbor is a large tidal estuary in the southwestern part of 
the State of Washington. You can see by the vicinity map, this being 
the tidal area, and this being Gr: ays Harbor, and Pacific Ocean, and 
this transferred to the local map, with the enlarged section, gives 
Grays Harbor here [indicating]. 

The Grays Harbor project extends from the Pacific Ocean through 
the jetties up to Aberdeen and up past Cosmopolis, beyond to the Che- 
halis River. The tributary area of Grays Harbor comprises most of 
Jefferson County, and contains parts of Pacific County, Thurston 
County and Lewis County. The principal towns in the vicinity are 
Aberdeen, Hoquiam, Cosmopolis, and Montesano. 

The principal resource of Grays Harbor is the lumbering industry. 
Lenaber and wood products comprise the bulk of the commerce mov- 
ing in and out of Grays Harbor. In 1952, the commerce totaled nearly 
2 million tons of which about 60 percent was rafted logs. 

The existing project for Grays Harbor begins out at this point 
| indicating]. .This is the jetty in this area, and consists of a channel 
across the bar at this point [indicating], 600 feet wide and 30 feet 
deep. The construction of the jetties and a river depth of 30 feet 
up to Aberdeen-Hoquiam area, to a point just about in here on this 
map | indicating]. 

The nroiect then woes to varvine depths from there, 26 feet up to 
the first bridge at this point [indicating]. Then from Cosmopolis, 
the project is 18 feet, as we continue up to Montesano. 

The local interests desire that the 30-foot project depth at this 
point, where it changes from 30 to 26 feet be extended up above the 
river bridge, up to and including Cosmopolis, with varying condi- 
tions in the terminal dredging, and the turning basin in this vicinity, 
to facilitate the handling of rafted logs. 

The cost of the project, as reeommended by the Chief of Engineers, 
is $421,800. The non-Federal cost would be $69,600. The benefit-cost 
ratio of the project is 1.09. 

The Bureau of the Budget, in commenting on this report, noted the 
1.09 benefit-cost ratio, and commented on certain of the benefit claims 
for the project. They pointed out no consideration was given to the 
loss of the commerce which might be incurred by other ports as a 
result of this additional facility being provided at Grays Harbor. 
They further state that reduction of damages to shore installations is 
not a proper or direct benefit. They state that on the basis of the 
information contained in the re port the propose -d modification appears 
to have marginal justification, which the B-C ratio points out. They 
call attention to the fact that the maintenance of the existing channel 
above the Union Pacific Railroad Bridge at this point is now a respon- 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 831 


sibility of the local interests and has been for a number of years, in 
accordance with the authorization in 1950. 

The recommended modification shifts the local responsibility to the 
Federal Government. They go on to say that in view of the present 
policy looking toward increased loca] participation in water resources, 
in this project, and in view of— 
what we believe to be the marginal justification for the proposed improvement, 
the Bureau of the Budget is of the opinion that the Federal project participation, 
in the proposed modification, would be warranted only if local interests con- 
tinue to maintain the channel above the railroad bridge. 

They conclude by stating: 

I am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you 
that, while there would be no objection to the submission of the report to the 
Congress, maintenance of the channe] above the railroad bridge at Federal ex- 
pense would not be in accordance with the program of the President. 

The State of Washington has commented on the report and offers 
no objection. Nor does the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Nea. Colonel, what is the proportionate part of the cost of this 
whole project of dredging the channel above the bridge? 

Colonel Aten. I do not have it broken down into the channel 
above the bridge, with respect to the first cost, Dr. Neal. I have the 
estimate for the entire Federal dredging cost which is $421,800, 

The Budget objection was not with respect to actual dredging but 
has to do with the maintenance above the bridge. The present project 
provides that the local interests will maintain the project above this 
point. The recommendation of the Chief of Engineers is that the 
project be deemed and in accordance with the practice in the past, the 
responsibility for maintenance of the project is devolved upon the 
l‘ederal Government. 

Mr. Neau. I understand the Bureau of the Budget gives its ap- 
proval with the reservation to reject that portion of the report “above 
the bridge”; is that correct? 

Colonel Auten, With respect to the assumption of maintenance 
only. 

Mr. Neat. On maintenance only. 

Colonel Attzn. Yes. 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. The Budget Bureau recommended that the local interest 
supply the $12,500 for maintenance of the channel above that point, 
I believe ? 

Colonel Auten. They did not comment specifically on the actual 
contribution, but that is the figure that we estimate the maintenance 
would be annually. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Mack. The State of Washington has four large bodies of navi- 
gable water, on which are located many ports. The southern bound- 
ary of the State is the Columbia River; the northern boundary is 
Puget Sound; and there are a number of ports on both of those bodies 
of water. In the center of the State’s ocean coastline is Grays Harbor. 
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The port of Grays Harbor has authority under the Washington 
State law to levy a 2-mill tax for dredging and I believe it has each 
year since about 1917. Now, it is true that the port of Grays Harbor 
has dredged from the bridge up to Cosmopolis and has maintained 
that channel at 26 feet. The reason they did so, without Federal 
contribution, was the ships were going up there and had to have 
enough water to get out. 

Two weeks ago a large vessel carrying lumber for shipment to 
Korea was tied up right in that area. It could not get through 
because the channel was not deep enough. 

The port authority has expended every cent that it gets from taxes 
and from revenue for the maintenance of that channel. It cannot go 
any further. 

These three towns, Aberdeen, Hoquiam, and Cosmopolis have 
about 35,000 population. 

Now, at the point shown on the river, at North Aberdeen are lo 
cated the main oil tanks serving the community. The port of Grays 
Harbor handles some 23 percent of the lumber that is shipped by 
cargo out of the State of Washington. It is a very important port. 
The ships using this port are the Liberty and Victory ships. These 
big ships carry 2 or 3 million feet of lumber each. Most of that lum- 
ber goes overseas. 

Telegrams and letters I have received and the conversations I have 
had with the port authorities indicate our port cannot afford to take 
on any more financial responsibility. Our port has done everything 
it possibly could do. It is the only port in the State of Washington 
that maintains a dredge. 

Mr. AnGELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Anoett, Is it not the policy of the Federal Government to 
maintain all harbors at the expense of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Mack. I have always so understood. But in this case of 
Grays Harbor, our port has had to do dredging because there was 
no other way to make it possible for ships to move up and down the 
river. 

Mr. Anceti. Any questions of Mr. Mack or Colonel Allen? 

Colonel Atuen. I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, one item 
which is a little unusual, and that is that the local interests agree to 
loan their dredge to the United States on the basis of the United 
States providing the operating and maintenance costs while the 
United States is using this dredge, which Mr. Mack mentioned. 

Mr. Anorty. May I ask the Corps of Engineers if it is not the 
recommendation of the Cor ‘ps of Engineers that the Federal Govern- 
ment should maintain this, in line with other channels? 

Colonel Auten. That. is contained in the report, that recommenda- 
tion; yes. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Anything further on this project ? 

If not, we will proceed with the next project. 

The next project on the list, Willapa River and Naselle River, 
Wash. 

Colonel Atten. Mr. Chairman, if we can take the other one, Grays 
Harbor, Wash., we might save a little time of the committee. 
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Grays Harpor, Wasu.—Exrension oF Existing WrsTHAVEN 
BREAKWATER 


Mr. Anceti. Without objection, we will take up next then Grays 
Harbor, Wash.—extension to the existing Westhaven Breakwater. 

The Chairman will state that this project, a we have under 
consideration now, is contained in H. R. 9391, introduced by Mr. 
Mack. Without objection, that bill will be i inc Ided in the record. 

(H. R. 9391 follows :) 


[H. R. 9391, 838d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize modification of certain works of improvement on Grays Harbor, 
Washington, to provide an extension to the existing Westhaven Breakwater 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

imerica in Congress assembled, That the authorized project for Grays Harbor 
ind Chehalis River, Washington, published in House Document Numbered 635, 
Nightieth Congress, second session, be modified to include an additional break- 
water at Westhaven Cove as approved and recommended by the United States 
Army Engineers. 

Mr. Ancetx. Colonel Allen, will you give us a statement on this 
project ¢ 

Colonel Atten. This project, Mr. Chairman, is at the entrance of 
Grays Harbor. These are the jetties that I mentioned previously as 
a part of the project. 

Grays Harbor continues on past this point, spreads out and goes 
on into Aberdeen. 

Westhaven Cove at the outer end of Grays Harbor is primarily 
engaged in the business of fishing. In 1950, it was estimated that 
there were 10,000 fish landings; that is, landings at this point of com- 
mercial fisherman at the Westhaven area. Commerce at the West- 
haven Cove, as I say, primarily is fish and crabs. 

The existing project at Westhaven Cove consists of two jetties 
shown on this sketch here and here (indicating). 

Local interests have dredged the interior basin at Westhaven Cove. 
The Federal Government has provided for protection by means of 
revetment and groins along the outer and the southern entrance. 

The commerce of Westhaven Cove has developed to the point where 
the facilities provided there now are inadequate for the number of 
ships that are used there, and the number that are expected to use 
this particular area 

There is a photogr aph in the rear of the—— 

Mr. Ance.u. I just handed that to the members of the committee. 

Colonel Auten. I think that photograph explains pretty ade- 
quately the congested nature of Westhaven Cove. 

The primary requirements at the area is one of more mene 
space for the fishing craft, in order to avoid having to tie up 4 or ! 
abreast, to avoid damage to ships by being tied together during per onde 
of rough water, and to speed the entrance and exit of craft from the 
harbor. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that the project for Grays 
Harbor-Chehalis River, which includes Westhaven C ey be modified 
to provide for the construction of a third breakwater, 1,400 feet long. 

That will enable local interests to move in and dredge and construct 
additional facilities for the mooring and handling of fishing craft. 
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The project recommended by the Chief of Engineers has a Federal 
first cost of $323,700 and has a non-Federal first cost of $250,000. The 
benefit-cost ratio for this project is 1.26. The State of Washington 
concurs in the recommended project, and, since the report has only 
recently been sent to the Bureau of the Budget, no comment has been 
received from them with respect to this report. 

Mr. Aneceii. Colonel, what did you state with reference to the cost? 

Colonel Atten. The Federal cost was $323,700 and the non-Federal 
was $250,000. 

Mr. Ancein. And what is the annual maintenance cost ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The annual maintenance is $11,800. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Ancetn. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. In 1950 we secured authorization for a project costing 
$3.6 million for the protection of Point Chehalis. 

Colonel Auten. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. So far we have received appropriations totaling about 
$1.4 million. 

It is my understanding, and I think that of the community, that we 
do not want more monetary authorization. We do want to use some 
of the authorization that was to be spent outside, used to build this 
breakwater inside the harbor rather than outside it. We want to 
build an additional berthing space for boats inside the harbor. 

Colonel Atten. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, we do not have a desire to secure more 
funds. We desire to have some of the money that was intended for 
use here [indicating] in order that we can build a breakwater inside 
the harbor. So, instead of building a new wall here [indicating], we 
would like to have it built here. 

Now, I discussed this last fall with the Army engineers in my office. 
They thought at the time that perhaps they could do this without 
any further authorization. However, after talking it over with their 
lawyers, the engineers came to the conclusion that they ought to have 
additional authorization to make this change in plans. 

Now what happened is that when the engineers built the jetty out 
here [indicating], and the jetty was breached by large breaks of 1,500 
to 2,000 feet the water coming through these breaches washed this 
breach out [indicating]. 

Now, this from the map does not look like much of an installation, 
but the port of Grays Harbor has expended $274,000 in providing these 
facilities [indicating]. 

And down at this point, there is a very large Coast Guard station 
that belongs to the Federal Government. All along here is a series of 
canneries and fish business operations. If the sea should come through 
here, the Government will lose its Coast Guard station. They have 
provided the revetment here that gives protection to boats lying 4, 5, 
or 6 abreast, against those catwalks. In case of fire, it would be prac- 
tically impossible for them to get out. 

This is the largest fishing community on the north Pacific coast 
outside of the city of Astoria. Over this Westport wharf are landed 
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in a single year, between 250,000 and 300,000 dozen crabs. When I 
speak of crabs, I am speaking of these great large Pacific crabs for 
which the fishermen receive $3.75 a dozen. And over a million dollars 
worth of crabs have moved over that dock in a single year. Last year 
a newspaper gave the landings here for 1953 at about. 1,781 tons of 
fish, and the tor tonnage sometimes has run as high as 3,500 of fish, mostly 
salmon and tuna. 

I talked to Mr. McConnell, the clerk of the committee, and he 
thought that perhaps between himself and the engineers, they could 
write language into the bill, which would not give us any more money 
authorizations. We do not want that. But it would permit us to 
build the breakwater at this point rather than outside in the open 
ocean. 

Mr. Anoewt. Mr. Mack, is that the sole purpose of your bill ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes,sir. What we desire is to secure an authorization to 
permit the use inside of the harbor of some of the money that is 
authorized for use outside at this point here, so that we can build 
that protection. 

Mr. Ancetx. That is the purpose of it. 

Mr. Mack. That is right. 

Mr. Sreep. It is in effect a modification ? 

Mr. Mack. That is what we are asking; yes. 

Mr. AnceE.L. Is that procedure in accordance with the wishes of the 
engineers ? 

Colonel Auten. That is what the modification is, yes; and it will 
provide for putting the breakwater at this point [indicating] ; the 
original plan of the local interests, before this severe erosion, was to 
extend the basin in this direction [indicating]. 

Mr. Mack. That is right. 

Colonel ALLen. But by the time these were constructed, the sea had 
moved in and had removed the area where they had formerly planned 
to develop this, and it was uns: ife to extend it further in that direction. 

Mr. Anceut. Does the engineers approve that modification ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aner. Any further questions? Do you have anything further 
to present, Colonel Allen ? 

Colonel Atien. No; not on this project. 


Wittapa River anp Hareor, aNp Naseer River, Wasu. 


Mr. Anceti. We will take up the next project. 

You may proceed, Colonel Allen, to give us a statement on this 
project, if you will. 

Colonel Auten. Mr. Chairman, this is a report of the Willapa River 
and Harbor and the Naselle River in the State of Washington and 
reverts back to the previous project of Grays Harbor, which is to the 
north of this project area, Willapa Harbor being some distance to the 
south and extends considerably to a large industrial area to the south, 
and to some degree, inland. 

The area tributary to Willapa Harbor covers some 1,000 miles and 
includes a greater part of Pacific County which had a population in 
1950 of some 16,500 people. 

The principal centers of population are South Bend, Raymond, 
Tokeland, and Nahcotta. 

39263—51—vol. 1—_—54 
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The principal industry in the area is lumbering. There is also a 
considerable amount of fishing and raising of oysters in the Willapa 
Harbor area. Some 37,000 acres of tideland within the Willapa Har- 
bor are devoted to the production of oysters. 

In 1949, the oyster crop had a wholesale value of $10 million out 
of Willapa Harbor. The existing project for the Willapa River and 
Harbor provides {: r a channel across the entrance of this area [indi- 
cating] and a 24-foot channel up the Willapa Harbor to the town of 
Raymond. 

There are numerous additions to the project which lead off up in 
here, a number of creeks with which we are not concerned at the 
moment. 

The local interests in this area desire, first of all, to have jetties con- 
structed at the entrance of Willapa Harbor in order to protect the 
inlets and to avoid the migration of the inlet which has occurred in 
past years. That was investigated but found to be uneconomical. 
One jetty alone would cost in the vicinity of $30 million. Commerce 
in and out of Willapa Harbor would not justify such an expense. 

Local interest did desire, in addition to that, that consideration be 
given to the modification of the project at Tokeland, which is shown 
here on a larger scale up in here [indicating on map], north of Willapa 
Harbor, and also recommended the consideration of the project at 
Nahcotta. 

Mr. Mack. The towns are about 50 miles apart, are they not? 

Colonel Atten. Yes. Nahcotta is on the inside of this strip [indi- 
cating |. 

There was also a recommendation for a modification up to the city 
of Raymond, and a very small modification in the Naselle River. We 
will go into that in more detail. 

The modification recommended for the Tokeland area is a dredging 
of the anchorage basin for the fishing craft shown here [indicating]. 
That is to be done to a depth of 15 feet, 350 feet wide, by 600 feet 
long. This is a natural location for a port of refuge, being just in- 
side the harbor. It is sheltered from the prevailing south and south- 
west winds, which are the severe and damaging storms in this area. 
At the present time it is extremely crowded by ships that are per- 
manently based there and ships that stop, and those that come to and 
from the fishing grounds, or from the outside. It is estimated that 
some 4,000 fishing calls are made at this pier annually. 

The Federal cost of the Tokeland project to the Federal Govern- 
ment would be $91,000. The non-Federal requirement would come 
to $46,350 and would include construction of bulkheads in order to 
retain the material which they would take from the dredged area to 
provide additional fill, the construction of mooring facilities and 
wharf facilities. 

The recommended project for Nahcotta would provide an entrance 
channel 10 feet deep and 300 feet wide, a mooring basin 10 feet deep, 
500 feet wide, and 1,000 feet long, and a rubblemound breakwater 
about 1,600 feet long. 

At the Nahcotta site, industry is somewhat different. It is the 
center of the Willapa oyster industry, and it is over in this area 
[indicating] that the $10 million commerce in the Willapa oysters 
was generated in 1949. They there have the same proposition that 
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was faced by the local interests at the Tokeland area, that if inade- 
quate anchorage for the landing of more oyster boats, ” which operate 
in and out of Nahcotta. 

At the present time, it is necessary for these ships, which are based 
ind operated off this wharf, to anchor out in the channel. 

This large area back in here [indicating], I might add, is a great 
tidal flat and at low tide, much of it is total. And it is their desire 
that there be some further anchorage facilities so that the oyster 
boats can get closer to their places of business, to relieve the congestion 
in the channel, and to provide for increased safety in the channel. 

The dredging of the basin here would still expose the anchoraged— 
the anchored—vessel to this severe south and southwest storm, so 
t was considered necessary to provide a breakwater shown here at 
D-1, which would protect the ships anchored in the anchorage area 
from the prevailing south and southwest storms. 

The cost of the project Nahcotta is estimated at $567,300, and the 
non-Federal cost, $31,550. That would be constructed close to the 
pier in order to make the anchorage area available. 


NASELLE River Prosecr 


The Naselle River project, which is right here [indicating], the 
Naselle River, consists of a $1,900 recommendation to provide essen- 
tially for snagging and clearing. There are a number of snags which 
have drifted down this river in times of high water, which cause ob- 
struction to craft which usually draw a depth of between 3 and 4 feet. 
There is no authorized navigation project up here, but they desire to 
make what water there is available for craft that have occasion to 
use it. 

The cost of that would be $1,900 for the removal of snags and 
stumps. 

Moving up the Willapa River to the town of Raymond, there is a 
requirement in the town of Raymond for the widening of the exist- 
ing project of the Willapa River, for a short stretch in order to ease 
the berthing and make the area available for craft which uses the 
Willapa River the portion of the river at Raymond. 

The cost of that project would be $316,800, the widening of the 
channel to the town of Raymond. ‘The benefit-cost ratio of these four 
units are as follows: 

Tokeland, 2.14; Nahcotta has a ratio of 1.23; Willapa River, 1.16; 
and Naselle River, 2.95. 

The Bureau of the Budget has commented on this report and has no 
objection to the report. The State of Washington concurs in the 
recommendations, and the Department of the Interior has no com- 
ments to make. 

Mr. Anoeii. Any questions? 

Mr. Mack? 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON—Resumed 


Mr. Mack. The Raymond-South Bend improvement is substantially 
an improvement to enable large oceangoing vessels to load at lumber 
mills along that river. It is a navigation problem. 
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Tokeland has a large crabbing and tuna industry, and Nahcotta 
has an oyster industry. These fishing industries operate practically 
the year round. Oyster gathering goes on 9 months of the year. The 
3 other months the workers work on the oysterbeds. There are 7 
oyster canneries each employing from 60 to 75 people at Nahcotta, 
Some oysters are transported by truck to South Bend where there are 
other canneries. 

We can albacore tuna, a 16-pound fish. It is the choicest of the 
tuna. The fish are put in quick-freezing units to be drawn on when 
needed. The canneries operate 9 months of the year. 

Crabs are taken in great numbers 11 of the 12 months of the year. 
There is no danger of the industry ever being forced out. Female 
crabs are thrown back into the sea, The male crabs are the only ones 
butchered. 

Mr. Ancetit. Are there any further questions? 

If not, that concludes all of the projects. 

We will have a short executive session to pass on these projects 
now if there is no objection. 

(Thereupon, at 2:25 p. m. the hearing was adjourned and the com- 
mittee went into executive session.) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 4, 1954 


Hovsr or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 1:30 p. m., Hon. Homer D. Angell, sub- 
ommittee chairman, presiding. 

Mr. Ancetxt. The committee will come to order. 

This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors for 
onsideration of the Norfolk Harbor, Va., project, which is covered 
rv Senate Document 122 of the 83d Congress. 

We have with us our colleague, Mr, Porter Hardy, of Virginia, who 

very much interested in the project. After we hear from the Corps 

f Engineers we will call on Mr. Hardy. 

Colonel Allen, will you give us a report on this project ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Norrotk Harpor, Va. 


Colonel] Auten. Mr. Chairman, the authority for this report is con- 
Lined in resolutions of the Senate Public Works Committee of June 
7, 1949, and October 14, 1949. It is a review of reports on Norfolk 
Harbor, and Thimble Shoal Channel leading into Norfolk Harbor. 

Nor om Harbor is at the southern end of Chesapeake Bay and con- 
sists of a portion of Hampton Roads, Elizabeth River including its 
branches, and Scotts Creek. Approach to the harbor is through 
entrance of Chesapeake Bay near Cape Henry, thence across the lower 
end of Chesapeake Bay and Thimble Shoal to Hampton Roads. 

Norfolk and Portsmouth, Va., had populations of approximately 
15,000 and 80,000, respectively, as of 1950. They are situated di- 

rectly on Norfolk Harbor. These cities, with Newsport News and 
adjacent areas, constitute the Hampton Roads metropolitan area, with 
a popul: ition of 912,000 as of 1950. 

The principal activities in the area have to do with the construction, 
epair, and servicing of commercial and naval vessels; catching, proc- 
essing, and distribution of seafood; the handling and distribution of 
coal, petroleum, and tar; together with manufacturing and farming. 

The port is served by a number of railroads and terminals. There 

are 10 railroads which serve the port of Norfolk, 7 commercial airlines, 
ind more than 50 motor-freight carriers. In addition to the highly 
industrialized port activity, there is the naval activity. Nor folk is 
the headquarters of the 5th United States Naval District and Su- 
preme Allied Command, Atlantic, supported by Norfolk Naval Base, 
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Norfolk Air Station, and naval shipyard at Portsmouth. The Army 
Hampton Roads Port of Embarkation is also located at Norfolk. 

The commercial traffic for Norfolk Harbor in 1951, excluding fish 
ing vessels, consisted of 39,000 round trips, of which 4,000 were in 
crafts of more than 20 feet of draft. Commerce through Thimble 
Shoal Channel, which also serves Newport News and James River 
ports, amounted to 49 million tons. In 1952 the traflic was 30 million 
tons through Thimble Shoal Channel and 18 million tons at Newport 
News. 

The primary exports from this area consist of coal, some wheat, 
tobaceo leaf, iron and steel products, coal tar products, and indus 
trial chemicals. There is considerable tonnage in coal exports. 

Imports consist of petroleum, limestone, sugar, manganese, news 
print, and wood pulp. 

The existing project for Norfolk Harbor and Thimble Shoal Chan 
nel, adopted in 1919, consists of a project 750 feet wide and 40 feet 
deep at Thimble Shoal Channel. If you will bear this channel in 
mind, we will turn to the map which defines the projects into Hampton 
Roads proper. 

Thimble Shoal Channel was up in here [indicating]. Continuing 
into the port of Norfolk we come to the project now authorized, 40 
feet deep and 750 feet wide, the Thimble Shoal Channel being beyond 
here. The existing project is shown in black, 750 feet wide and 40 
feet deep, coming up into the branch of the river. The area with 
which we are concerned with respect to recommended improvements 
is shown In green. 

With the number of commercial vessels using this harbor and the 
great number of naval vessels using it—there were 16,800 naval-vesse| 
trips in 1951 and 7,690 in 1949 before the Korean war—which gives 
some appreciation of the volume of traffic which is using the Thimble 
Shoal Channel and Norfolk Harbor. 

The existing project, shown in black, comes very close to the berths 
used by naval craft and there is serious difficulty when naval craft 
come in here and commercial craft have to wait while this narrow 
entrance into the berth is utilized. Considerable difficulty is experi 
enced by commercial craft having to wait to load at the coal docks 
here [indicating]. Ships coming in to load frequently have to go 
to Hampton Roads and wait their turn. The anchorage area recom 
mended here would relieve that situation. 

The Chief of Engineers, on the recommendation of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, recommends that the Thimble 
Shoal Channels be widened to a width of 1,000 feet with a depth of 
40 feet, with side channels 450 feet wide and 32 feet deep on either side 
of that. He also recommends that the Norfolk Harbor Channel be 
deepened as shown in green to a width of 1,500 feet and 40 feet deep. 
the depth of the existing project. 

It is further recommended that an anchorage area be developed 
1,200 feet wide, 2,400 feet long, and 34 feet deep; another 38 feet 
deep and 1,500 feet square; and another anchorage 35 feet deep and 
1,500 feet square. 

Mr. Anceti. The diagram does not show 1,500, does it ? 

Colonel AtiEen. It is 1,500 feet in this direction. plus 1,000 here, plus 
3,000 in this direction, sir. 

The total cost of the project, all Federal cost. is $5.964.000. 
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This project has been referred to the Bureau of the Budget, who 
has no comment, adverse or otherwise, to make on the project, but 
suggests that the requirement for the Thimble Shoal side channels be 
deferred until a restudy of the requirements is made. They recom- 
mend that the harbor channel be deepened first and before appropria- 
tions are requested for Thimble Shoal side channel that a reevaluation 
be made. 

In view of the commercial interests and the naval interests in this 

arbor, it is difficult to determine a benefit-cost ratio for the project. 
T he project document did not carry a benefit-cost ratio and the Bureau 
of the Budget did not object to this, recognizing that on a pure com- 
mercial basis it would be difficult to arrive at a sound benefit-cost ratio 
but recognizing that the deepening and widening of the channel would 
result in far safer conditions than now exist with the double use of 
commercial and naval craft. In times of emergency the port com- 
mander at Norfolk would assume direction of the craft and the Navy 
would take priority. The existing channel would not permit extensive 
use by the Navy and the required use on the part of commercial craft. 

Mr. Ancetx. Does this project have the approval of the military 
authorities from the standpoint of national defense ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. ANceLt. What is your comment on the suggestion of the Bureau 
of the Budget ¢ 

Colonel Atten. We would do that, sir, in any event, before ap- 
propriations were requested, go back and reevaluate the project. 

Mr. Ance.u. If this project is approved that should be included in 
the recommendation ¢ 

Colonel Auten. That would not be required because that is done 
whenever appropriations are requested in any event. 

Mr. AnceLi. Any questions? 

Mr. Mack. Is it your recommendation that the entire project be 
authorized at this time and this phase of the project should be left 
for reevaluation at the time of the appropriation ? 

Colonel AtLen. That is our recommendation. 

Mr. Mack. What tendency is there for naval vessels and commercial 
vessels to switch from diesel engines to coal? 

Colonel Atten. The shift has been to diesel. I doubt if any coal- 
burning vessels remain. The reference I made was to carrying coal for 
export purposes. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Aneein. Congressman Hardy, the committee will be glad to 
hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PORTER HARDY, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to express my appre- 
ciation to the committee for hearing us this afternoon so that we can 
try to get these projects authorized in this omnibus bill that will be up 
pretty shortly. 

The projects the colonel has discussed are of tremendous importance 
to us, of tremendous importance to the Nation, and my own feeling is 
they have a greater significance in their necessity for national defense 
than for the commercial requirements of our harbor. That is some- 
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thing I think is pretty well established in the report which has been 
presented to the Chief of E nents and to the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors by the Navy and the Defense Department. 

I shall not take any more time, but I am glad to have the privilege 
of presenting to you Mr. Hugh Meredith of Nor folk, who is repre- 
senting the Hampton Roads “Maritime Association. The Hampton 
Roads Maritime Association is an association of all of our shipping 
interests in the entire area. It is not confined to the Norfolk side. It 
includes the Newport News side as well. 

Mr. Meredith is a law associate of Mr. Barron Black, who is presi- 
dent of the maritime association. Mr. Black could not be here today, 
so Mr. Meredith is representing the maritime association as attorney. 

I have suggested to Mr. Meredith that he highlight his statement 
and submit the rest of it, together with the statistics he has available, 
for the record, and if you have any questions, Mr. Meredith or I 
either will be delighted to try to present any information you need. 

Mr. Anceii. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mr. Meredith, 
and without objection the written presentation will be inserted in the 
record. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH MEREDITH, REPRESENTING THE HAMPTON 
ROADS MARITIME ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Mereprrn. Thank you. 

I am an admiralty lawyer by profession and hence am very close to 
this situation. We have had any number of collision and other types 
of cases I think could be cirectly attributable to the restricted condi- 
tions existing in the Trimble Shoal Channel and in the Elizabeth River 
Channel. I know of the many thousands of dollars it has cost the ship- 
owners by virtue of the fact that there has been no anchorage in the 
vicinity of Lambert Point, which is this area right here | indicating]. 
These piers are known as the Lambert Point coal piers and this 
anchorage area would serve not only the Lambert Point piers but the 
industrial area to the south. There is no anchorage area to the south 
for any vessels. Otherwise the shi Ips would have to proc eed back out 
to the dee p anchorage which lies to the west of the naval base. 

As we well know, the average daily cost of operation of a steamship 
is from $2,000 to $2,400 a day, or roughly $100 an hour. When a ship 
is del: ayed t or 5 hours in ts aking her bac k to the deepw: ater anchor: age 
and back again, it means an expense of from $500 to $600. 

Confining myself to this report, 1 would like to say I am appearing 
as a representative of the Hampton Roads Maritime Association, Inc., 

n support of the request for approval of your committee and inclu- 
sion in the current authorization bill of the following projects : 


Norrotk Harror AND THIMBLE SHoAL CHANNEL, Va. 


The location of both of these projects is: 
Virginia, 
(6) Second Congressional District 
(c) North Atlantic division; Norfolk district. 

The general nature and purpose is to provide anchorage areas at 
Craney Island for vessels calling at the port of Nor folk; to widen 
the main ship channel in Hampton Roads from 750 feet to 1,500 feet ; 
to extend the east limit of Norfolk Harbor Channel to approximately 
the pierhead line; and to widen Thimble Shoal Channel from its 
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project width of 750 feet to 1,000 feet and to provide auxiliary chan- 
nels 32 feet deep, 450 feet wide on each side of the deepwater c hannel ; 
all with a view to reducing hazards and congestion of vessel traflic 
and to render Navy and commercial navigation free and easy. 


LEGISLATIVE STATUS 


These studies were authorized by appropriate resolutions of the 
United States Senate and the House of Representatives. 


PHYSICAL STATUS 


Field surveys, plans, and estimates have been completed. Public 
hearing was held and the project favorably reported to the Chief of 
Engineers, bearing the approval of the district and division engineers. 
It has since been approved by the Bureau of the Budget and is now 
before the House Public Works Committee. 


CREDITS TO THE PROJECT 


Widening of Norfolk Harbor and Thimble Shoal Channel would 
practically eliminate congestion and hazards of naval and commercial 
vessel traffic, particularly at times of emergency when multiple ship 
movements are undertaken, 

Estimated cost: 
Norfolk Harbor __ ~~~ \ " v ' , 800, 700 
Thimble Shoal , : 292, 000 
Estimated annual maintenance: 
Norfolk Harbor cz 284, 000 
Thimble Shoal. a ci wore a 183, 000 

I would like to mention whis the proponents of this project are 
other than the Armed Forces. We have the Hampton Roads Maritime 
Association. As Representative Porter Hardy pointed out, that is 
made up of all the shipping interests in the three major cities in- 
volved. We have as a proponent the Virginia State Ports Authority, 
created by an act of the General Assembly of the State of Virginia 
of 1952, that is concerned with promoting the ports of the State, 
Hampton Roads being the prime port of the State. 

We also have as proponents the Division of Planning and Economic 
Development of the Commonwealth of Virginia; the Norfolk Port 
Authority, primarily concerned with promoting the port of Norfolk; 
the Norfolk Chamber of Commerce; the International Union of 
Operating Engineers; and the Virginia Pilot Association. The Vir- 
ginia Pilot Association is an association of all pilots that bring ships 
in from the Vrginia capes untl they get alongside the dock where they 
will berth. The pilot has to do all the anchor ing that is done and knows 
of the conditions. In 1951, during the Korean war, we had ships 
swinging into each other, and in a case in court the judge said 
from the bench he did not see other than that both ships were at fault 
by reason of the fact there was not room for both of them to anchor. 

The question of dredging in Norfolk Harbor and its approaches 
is one of tremendous importance. As your committee knows, the 
Norfolk-Hampton Roads communities have just recently taken an 
added, active interest in shipping. As I have previously mentioned, 
the State of Virginia, by an act of the general assembly of 1952, 
created the Virginia State Ports Authority, which has as one of its 
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functions the development of the great port of Hampton Roads, of 
which Norfolk Harbor is an integral part. The projects under dis- 
cussion here today not only embrace Norfolk Harbor but also the 
approaches to Norfolk Harbor from the sea 

It may be unnecessary to encumber this narrative with details of 
the value of the tonnage which has been handled through Hampton 
Roads in the past few years. Suflice it to say that in recent years 
more than 10,000 ships enter and clear the Virginia Capes annually, 
which represents a tremendous tonnage. Also suffice it to say that 
the great port of Hampton Roads in recent years has led the United 
States in export tonnage, a position it maintained through the year 
1953. In a recent year, according to figures supplied by the Norfolk 
District, Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, the total 
waterborne commerce of the Hampton Roads ports aggregated 50 
million net tons. Of this, approximately 50 percent was handled in 
the foreign trade. 

Returning to the coal trade, the anchorage grounds requested off 
Craney Island Lambert Point—are designed to care for the vessels 
awaiting their turn at the great Norfolk & Western coal piers at 
Lambert Point or awaiting passage to the sea after having loaded at 
these piers. In recent years approxim: itely 5 million tons of coal are 
handled over these piers annually, which is not exceeded at any sea- 
port of the United States except possib ly at Newport News, Va os jus st 
across Hampton Roads. 

At a public hearing on this matter, conducted by the district engi 
neer at Norfolk in 1949, a representative of the Norfolk & Western 
Railway Co. stated that the piers work 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
and that vessels must now be anchored in lower Hampton Roads 
waiting their turn, and it would greatly facilitate and expedite move- 
ment of a large number of vessels using these terminals if the anchor 
age grounds were furnished. 

At the hearing above referred to the commandant of the Fifth 
Naval District testified as to the necessity for these improvements 
from a standpoint of the Navy, especially in respect to widening 
Thimble Shoal Channel and providing auxiliary channels there, and 
also widening the main ship channel in Hampton Roads. He said 
in part: 

Unlike the situation existing in other major ports of our country, the move- 
ment of naval ships in the Hampton Roads area has not decreased, but has 
increased from the peak established in World War II. 

It will be recalled that since that time the headquarters of the 
supreme allied commander, Atlantic, has been established here and 
is located within the boundaries of the Norfolk Naval District, and 
because of this naval activities in the area have increased rather than 
decreased. Full and complete information as to naval tonnage utiliz- 
ing this port has been supplied by the Navy Department. 

At this hearing a representative of the Virginia Pilot Association 
concurred in the statement furnished by the Hampton Roads Mari- 
time Association, as well as the excellent testimony which had been 
given by practical men who handle ships. He expressed special inter- 
est in the anchorages and the widening of the Norfolk Ship Channel. 
He also expressed his recommendation for the deepening and widen- 
ing of the Thimble Shoal Approach Channel. He pointed to the diffi- 
culty of turning a ship around off Lambert Point, especially with 
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eavy winds and without some assistance, which is not always avail- 

ible. He expressed the belief that the installation of additional 
horage areas at that point would greatly facilitate the movement 
cargoes. 

In reverting to discussion of Thimble Shoal Channel, it was 
nted out that since World War I restrictions have been in effect 

rohibiting the use of that channel by vessels drawing less than 20 feet, 

nd attention was called to the fact that most vessels have been 
laced by ships of greater draft, so that building auxiliary channels 

0 sulk | simply be restoring the channel to its previous sti itus. 

[t may be added that a portion of these projects will require the 

pport of the State of Virginia and to accomplish this its State legis- 

ture will be requested to extinguish public and private oyster rights 
the area to be occupied by the recommended anchorages. 

[hese projects were placed on the approved list of the National 
ers and Harbors Congress when that body met in W ashington on 
y 24, 1954. 

We attach a statement showing tonnage of exports for the Hampton 
ids ports for the year 1952 and 1953, and also a statement of the 
sel movement in and out bound, coal dumpings, and customs receipts 
these years. 

We, therefore, strongly urge this committee’s approval of the project 

question and its inclusion in the pending bill. 

{re there any questions you gentlemen would like to ask me? 

Mr. Aneeti. Why has this improvement been delayed so long? 

Mr. Merepirn. I believe Representative Hardy could answer that. 

Mr. Harpy. As you know, all projects of this nature take a lot of 

ie to be sure they are thoroughly supported. Actually, the hearing 
this began in 1949, but the district engineer did not complete his 

eport until last summer, and you know what a problem it is to see 
at the report gets through the Board of Engineers and over to the 
secretary and to the Bureau of the Budget and back down all those 
hannels. That is where it has been all this time. 

There is another aspect to it. There are certain items in this par- 
cular project that can best be performed after the Craney Island 

iisposal area is finished. Funds have just been appropriated this 

ear for the disposal area at Craney Island. The contract proposal 
s out and I think the contract will be let in the next few days. It is 

nticipated that some of the projects we are discussing today should 
be done immediately and some should be deferred until that disposal 
irea has been completed so that the dredged material will have a 

earby place to be put. So there is an interlocking relationship of 
these projects which is partially responsible for the delay. 

Mr. AnceLt. Any questions? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Meredith, did I understand you to say the port of 
Norfolk has a larger export business than any port in the United 
states ¢ 

Mr. Merepiru. In tonnage, yes 

Mr. Mack, Larger than New York? 

Mr. Merepirn. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. And larger than Baltimore? 

Mr. Merepirn. The figures in 1952 and 1953 and for several years 
prior to that indicate we did lead in export tonnage. 

Mr. Mack. Does a great deal of the tonnage of coal handled go 
foreign or domestic ? 
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Mr. Merepiru. I would say 90 percent goes foreign and it goe 
under the various aid programs in aiding Europe. A great deal is 
being purchased by European countries. 

Mr. Mack. This coal that is shipped, where does it originate? 

Mr. Merepiru. It comes out of West Virginia but is served by thx 
railroads that operate between Norfolk and West Virginia. We have 
direct connections as far as Chicago in serving all Midwestern States 
in our export trade, which, for the past 50 years, has been primarily 
coal, but the big drive now is to make it more diversified. 

Mr. Mack. You show the customs collections were about $10 mil 
lion a year, which would indicate a great amount of imports. 

Mr. Mereviru. Y es, sir. That has been an encouraging thing. Ws 
have always had the coal business, and our attention has been directed 
to exporting general cargo and importing anything anybody wants 
imported. 

Mr. Mack. Do you export tobacco ? 

Mr. Merepirn. Yes, it is probably the largest tobacco-export port 
and also cotton, although New Orleans exports a great deal of cot 
ton as well. 

Mr. Ancetx. If we should be involved in another war, would this 
proje ct be an emergency one ess ential to thec arry ing on of such a war? 

Mr. Merepiru. I believe it would. The reason for that is pointed 
out in the minutes of this 1949 hearing which I read coming up here 
this morning, and that is that in the event of any national emergency, 
let. us assume there were an attack on the port of Norfolk, the naval 
ships would have to get out ina hurry. That means your destroyers 
and other screening vessels would have to get out ahead of you 
capital ships. Your capital ships would be proceeding down the 
deep channels and the screening vessels would have to use the auxiliary 

channels shown in green on this map on either side of the deep 
Thimble Shoal Channel. If we have these improvements we will 
not have what happened at Pearl Harbor. That is from the military 
point of view. In the event of another war undoubtedly, as in the 
past, Norfolk would be a very-busy port as far as exporting military 
cargoes is concerned. As the colonel has pointed out, we have an 
Army port of embarkation, and during the Korean war in 1952 the 
shipping was a good 50 percent more than in the pre-Korean war 
year. Because of that we need all the anc horage space we can have. 
Convoys used to use anchorages near Port Henry. There is a 
submarine net in the vicinity of Old Point Comfort, which is just 
north of the naval base. 

(The following statistics were submitted by Mr. Meredith :) 


Vessel movement 
Year 1953: 
Arrivals 
Sailings 
Year 1952 
Arrivals 2 . . . . 6,31 
Sailings ; eae . a - 6, : 
tons 
2,240 pounc 
Year 1963 --- nose __. 19, 110, 773% 
Year 1952 aultind —_ janine ia de 29, 774, 169 


Year 1953_- $8, 914, 333. 17 
Year 1952__. 9, 049, 036. 85 
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Mr. Anceti. Any further questions? Mr. Steed? 

Mr. Sreep. I do not think so, Mr. Chairman. Do they have a re 
port from the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Anceti. Yes, everything seems to be in order. 

Thank you for your very fine statement. Is there anything further ’ 

Mr. Harpy. I just want to express again my appreciation for your 
consideration of this project. I feel that it is an urgently needed 
project and I certainly want to urge that you include it in this bill. 
[ am sorry Mr. Steed did not get here earlier. 

Mr. Ancetui. Colonel Allen, how long would it take to complete 
this project if authorized and the money made available? 

Colonel Auten. It would be a 2- or 3-year program. I will check 
that and correct the record. 

Mr. Ancei. The hearing on this project is adjourned and we will 
now have a short exec utive session. 

(Thereupon, at 2:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1954 


House or RepresentATIvEs, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, pet); 
Che subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
02, New House Office Building, Hon. Homer D. Angell, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 


[INLAND WATERWAY From DELAWARE River TO CHESAPEAKE Bay 


Mr. Anceii. The committee will come to order. 

This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors. In 
view of the fact that the House takes up at 11 o’clock and we have 
only 1 hour, we will have to proceed with as much dispatch as possible. 

The first project on the agenda this morning is the Inland Waterway 
from the Delaware River to C hesapeake Bay, Senate Document No. 
123 of the 83d Congress. 

[ note that we have with us Senator Butler, who is interested in this 
p Prone Senator, I assume you hs ave other engagements, so the com- 

\ittee will be very glad to hear you first, if you so desire. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BUTLER, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Senator Butter. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. I have a prepared 

tatement, and to spare the time of the committee I will leave it for the 
reoded if I may. 

Mr. Ancett. You may, and you may make such additional com- 
ments as you desire. 

Senator Burter. Thank you. I will just leave my statement with 
the committee. 

[ might say I am vitally interested in this very important project 
ind would like to see the House act favorably on it, but I will leave 
my statement here. 

Mr. Ange. Thank you, Senator. We are very happy to have you 
before the committee. 

Without objection, your statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The prepared statement of Senator Butler is as follows :) 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER 

My appearance today is in order that this committee might be fully apprised 
f the views of the citizens of my State of Maryland relating to the proposals 

the improvement of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. This canal, as its 
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name implies, is located at the northernmost tip of Chesapeake Bay and cut 
across the narrow neck of Maryland and Delaware to join the waters of the 
Chesapeake with those of the Delaware River. One has only to visualize the 
location of this canal to discern its importance, not only to the commerce and 
industry of our Middle Atlantic States, but equally to our Nation as a whol 
as a defense waterway of incalculable value in time of emergency or war. 

This canal, with the proposed improvements, would furnish an economical and 
accessible means of water transportation for both commercial and defense goods 
between the large industrial centers of the Delaware River Valley, such as 
Philadelphia, Camden, and Wilmington, and the great port of Baltimore, and 
the many other industrial areas of the Chesapeake. 

By means of the improved canal, increased quantities of goods might be shipped 
in substantially larger vessels between these industrial centers without the nee 
of a circuitous trip around the coast of Delaware and the Eastern Shore of 
Maryland. It also would furnish our eastern seaboard with a more practicabl 
inland waterway between north and south, which means that in time of war 
our defense goods and the raw materials for our factories could be moved inland 
away from our coast and thus without fear of attack from hostile submarines. 

However, if this canal is to be utilized to the full extent of its possibilities 
indeed, if its use is to be available to our country in time of war and to meet th« 
expanding needs of our commerce and industry—it is essential that the plan for 
improvement as approved by the Army Corps of Engineers be put into immediat 
operation. This proposed project provides for deepening the channel to 35 fee 
with a bottom width of 450 feet, other necessary improvements to the canal, and 
also to the anchorage facilities immediately south of the canal in the Elk Rivet 
This additional anchorage would also be a valuable adjunct to the port of 
Baltimore and help meet the growing needs of that port. 

These improvements would allow deep-draft oceangoing vessels the use of the 
canal and would aid immeasurably in the navigation of the canal by all vessels. 
Under present conditions, grounding in the canal is a constant danger and its 
use except by smaller vessels is extremely hazardous. 

Accordingly it is most essential to the continued growth and expansion of 
our great industrial areas of the Atlantic seaboard and the availability of the 
canal for use in time of war that these much-needed improvements in the Chesa 
peake and Delaware Canal be authorized and instituted without delay. 


Mr. Anceut. If there is no objection, we will proceed in the regula: 
order and will hear from ft the Army engineers. Colonel Allen, will 
you report on this project ¢ 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel AtLen. The report on the inland waterway from the Dela 
ware River to the Cheasapeake Bay is submitted in response to a 
Senate Commerce Committee resolution dated March 28, 1939. I 
would like to remind the committee in order to get this on a proper 
shade here, this is printed east and west rather than north and south 
in the conventional manner. North is in this direction. This is the 
Delaware River and this is Chesapeake Bay. So if you will orient 
this in your thinking perhaps you will understand the project a little 
better 

he Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is an inland waterway which: 
connects with the Delaware River in the vicinity of Delaware City. 
It goes through and across and joins up at Elk River with the head 
waters of C hesapes ake Bay. 

The canal was dug in the early 19th century by a private organ 
zation and company. It was purchased subsequei mtly by the United 
States and deepened to its present dimensions of 27 feet, with 400-foot 
and 250-foot varying widths. 
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Mr. AnceLt. The present recommendation is to increase it to 35 
eet in depth and 450 feet in width? 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. It was originally a 12-foot barge 

inal, and was deepened _ in the early part of this century to the 
xisting dimensions of 27 feet—about 250 feet through here and 
7 by 450 feet through the Elk River and Chesapeake Bay portions. 
It serves as a very obvious connecting link between Chesapeake Bay 
ind the Delaware River and provides an inside passage which will 

ermit ships to transit from the Philadelphia area across into the 
Baltimore area without going outside. It saves some 286 nautical 
iles between Baltimore and the Philadelphia area, with correspond- 
ng savings between Baltimore and New York ports and Baltimore 
nd European ports. 

In 1942, by reason of the high wartime traffic, the tonnage carried 

n this canal was 10 million tons. It is recognized that this is a 
eatly inflated tonnage by reason of necessity for many ships travel 

inside. But in 1950 the traffic amounted to 8 million tons, with 
me 14,506 transits by vessels. 

The tonnage which has developed on this canal since its original 
p urea by the United States has greatly exceeded the tonnages 

1ich_were estimated in the project. document. They have increased 
from 7 million in 1950 to 8,300,000 in 1952. The value of this canal 

th respect to a wartime condition I think is readily recognized. 
[t permits the ships to transit this canal in full protection and avoids 
their going outside in times of a submarine menace such as we had 

1941 and 1942. 

As I mentioned previously, the existing project is for 27 feet, with 
vidths from 250 to 400 feet. As ship sizes increased both in draft 
and in length and in beam, it has become increasingly more difficult 
to transit this canal by reason of its bends—especially the clearances 
etween piers of the existing bridges. There have been since 1938 
some 209 reported vessel accidents in the canal by reason of its narrow 
width and by reason of the narrow clearances between the bridge 
piers. Of this 209 there have been 104 collisions of vessels with bridge 
tructures. Asa matter of fact, in 1939 the St. George Bridge, which 
s right between here, was demolished by a collision with a vessel. It 
vas ultimate sly re placed. 

In 1942 the Chesapeake City Bridge right in here was demolished 
by a collision with a vessel and had to be replaced. 

The peculiarities surrounding this bend in the vicinity of the Penn 
sylvania Railroad bridge make this bend here particularly hazardous 

navigation with reg rard to tre ansiting it in conditions of tide, where 

ey have to move over and get a square shot at the approaches to the 
ridge. 

Based on these difficulties to navigation the shipping interests de- 
sire further improvement of the waterway to permit nighttime travel, 

hich is not now accepted; to permit two-way transit by large ves- 
els in certain portions of this area in here, which are limited to one- 
way transit. Vessels are held up at either end until such time as the 
canal is eleared for travel in the opposite direction, So the principal 

provements desired are the widening and deepening of the water- 

ay, the easing of this bend, and the reconstruction and replacement 
of existing bridges to permit of a more safe approach to the bridge 
piers and transiting of the bridges. 
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The plan of improvement recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
provides for the deepening of the channel to 35 feet. It provides for 
the widening of the channel to 450 feet from this point clear through. 
It also provides for an anchorage area in Elk River. 

Mr. Anoetx. Colonel, what is that distance from the Delaware 
River to Chesapeake Bay ¢ 

Colonel Atten. The ‘Chesapeake & Delaware Canal is 46 miles 
from Reedy Point; this total in here is 14 miles through the land cut, 
and another 5 miles to here, and an additional distance down to here, 
the total length being 46 miles. 

One of the larger elements of cost of this project is the replacement 
of 3 bridges, 1 at Reedy Point, 1 at the site of the present Summit 
Bridge, and 1 at the Pennsylvania Railroad bridge crossing. 

The Chesapeake City Bridge has already been reconstructed as a 
result of a ship collision, and so has the St. Georges Bridge. So the 
three bridges involved are Reedy Point, the Summit Bridge, for high- 
way tri affic, and the Pennsylvania Railroad bridge for rail traffic. 

Mr. AnceLi. What is the total cost of the bridges? 

Colonel ALLEN. It is about $35 million out of $101 million. 

Mr. Ancetu. The report says $96 million. 

Colonel Atren. The original report was $96 million as of August 
1952. It is $101 million as of the fall of 1953 

This report has been referred to various agencies. The Depart 
ment of the Interior and the Delaware State Geologist express some 
concern over the possibility of increased salt water encroachment on 
the fresh water supplies of Delaware. This is recognized and it is 
planned in the planning stage to work jointly with the United States 
Geological Survey and obtain the full services of expert consultants 
to assure that whatever remedial action, if any is necessary, will be 
taken in the construction of the project. 

The Delaware State Highway Department expresses their feeling 
that it is not a responsibility of the State of Delaware to provide 
approaches to the bridges landward of the abutments, which is one 
of the requirements of the Chief of Engineers report. They have 
expressed their dissatisfaction with the report on that point. 

The Department of Commerce endorsed the enlargement of the 
waterway. 

The Brreau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report to the Congress, but recommends that at the time of con- 
struction the design of the bridges be fully explored to assure that 
a minimum type facility is provided and that an extreme type fa- 
cility which would be related to greatly increased commerce and 
vessel requirements not be considered. Specifically they say that 

All possibilities of effecting savings through minimizing the cost of cana 
crossings should be explored and (for railroads and highways) pertinent de 
tailed information furnished this Bureau prior to submission of any estimate 
of appropriation to initiate construction. 

The total cost of the project as of the fall of 1953 is $101 million, 
with total annual charges of $4,080,000. The annual benefit to the 
project amounts to $5, 415,000, with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.33. 

Mr. Anceix. Does that $4 million annual cost include the existing 
cost ¢ 
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Colonel Auien. It includes the interest and amortization on the 
nvestment. The maintenance dredging, and maintenance of the fa- 
ility, will be $430,000. 

Mr. Aneett. Is that in addition to the maintenance cost that al- 
ready exists ? 

Colonel Aten. No, sir. The maintenance cost for the existing 
project will be included in this, or wiped out by reason of the larger 
project. 

Mr. Ancext. If the cost is over $4 million, what is the ratio to bene- 
fits each year? 

Colonel Aten. The actual maintenance exclusive of interest and 
amortization is $430,000 annually. The total annual charges, in- 
‘luding the maintenance, is $4,080,000, with benefits of $5,415,000. 
That is all, sir. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Does that conclude your report ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fation. Colonel, I am sorry I was not here when you first 
tarted to make your report. I had to wait for some people who were 
going to testify here on behalf of this project. 

Did you say anything with regard to the possibility of convoy 
action in case of war, if this is built ? 

Colonel AtLEN. I mentioned the fact that during World War II 
this had demonstrated its ability to handle large volumes of traffic 
without the necessity of going outside, and permitting the Navy to 
concentrate its antisubmarine activities elsewhere than here. 

Mr. Fation. Did you testify as to the distance necessary, if this 
anal is not deepened, for traffic to go around the cape and come up 
the bay ? 

Colonel Atten. Yes, sir. I cited that the distance between Balti- 
more and Philadelphia was 286 nautical miles that would be saved. 
It would be 150 miles between Baltimore and New York and New 
England points, and 115 miles between Baltimore and many European 
ports. 

Mr. Neat. The present depth is 27 feet ? 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. It was originally a 12-foot barge canal 
back in 1824 and 1829, when it was constructed. The Federal Gov- 

ernment acquired it in the early part of this century and deepened it 
to 27 feet by 250 feet in width through here, and 400 feet in with down 
through here. 

Mr. Ancetu. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Warsurton. Do you have any report on the present condition 
of the existing Summit Bridge? 

Colonel AtLen. We are aware, sir, that the present Summit Bridge 
is in need of repair and maintenance, and possibly replacement at 
the present time. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to ask one question. How do you arrive at 
this? I think you said the annual benefits would be $5 million. 

Colonel AtLEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Will you give me an idea of how you arrive at such 
a figure ? 

Colonel Auten. The benefits in a project like this are derived by 
assembling benefits from a number of different items, such as time 
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saved by vessels which now have to go outside and around from Balti- 
more into Delaware. <A certain assumption has to be made as to the 
number of vessels that have to go outside now. That additional time, 
and the additional delay costs over what they could save by going 
across t hrough here is figured out. 

Another benefit is the reduction of collisions. I have cited the 
number of collisions which occurred in this waterway. <A certain 
estimate has to be made and very firm figures can be derived by reason 
of costs and damages sustained by vessels in collision with bridges, as 
well as the damages to the vessels themselves. I cited the fact that 
this is open for daylight traflic, which means at times ships have to 
wait here with a great amount of delay, and wait for daylight in order 
to transit the canal. They wait at either end, with no gain to the 
vessel. If the vessel is in transit or if a vessel has to wait for another 
vessel to clear before it can enter the canal, there is a delay involved 
there. That is the basis for the benefits. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. 

Mr. Anceix. Are there any other questions of Colonel Allen? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Colonel, if there are no other questions. 

The Chair has documents here for submission for the record. One 
is a statement by Senator Beall, and without objection it will be in 
cluded in the record at this point, 

Also I have a telegram from James H. Boyer, and one from J. Paul 
Bright, Jr., president of the Baltimore Junior Association of Com 
merce, 

A letter from Marie and Herbert Parcher, and another telegram 
from R. George Buchanan, Jr. 

All of those documents, without objection, will be placed in the 
record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa., June 15, 1954 
Hon. Georee A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
Vew House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

With reference House bill 9520 concerning Delaware and Chesapeake Canal 
improvements I oppose construction of anchorage in Elk River and urge im 
provement be done in a way to protect wildlife and recreational facilities in this 
area. 

R. Grorce BUCHANAN, Jr 


GLADWYNE, PA., June 15, 1954 
Hon. SAMuEt McCoNNELL, ; 
Vew House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Dear Sie: As a property owner on Cabin John Creek I sincerely hope you wil 
keep in mind the preservation of wildlife and recreational facilities in conjunc 
tion with proposed bill H. R. 9520 and the associated boat basin. 

I hope to thank you personally. 

James H. Boyer 


3ALTIMORE, Mp., June 15, 1954 
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
House of Representatives, 
New Office Building: 
It is strongly recommended that the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal project 
be included in the appropriations bill for immediate action during this session 
J. Pau. Brent, Jr., President, 
SALTIMORE JUNIOR ASSOCIATION OF COM MERC! 
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PHILADELPHIA 9, Pa., June 14, 1954 
lon. Gro. A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
1302 New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Deak Mr. Donprro: As property owners on the shore of Cabin John Creek, 
ecil County, Md., we are deeply concerned about House bill 9520, as we fear 
at dredging to deepen and widen the ship channel in the Elk River will cause 
eavy silting and pollution in the small inlets such as Cabin John Creek. Should 
hese beautiful smail-boat harbors become clogged, it would destroy property 
alues along the shore and pollution from ship concentrations would destroy the 
vildlife now so plentiful there. Please take these things into consideration 
efore acting upon bill 9520. Possibly the waiting station for ships could be 
elow the mouth of the Elk where there is more water and less danger of 
lestroying the beautiful shorelines and valuable small-boat harbors. 
Thanking you for your attention. 
Sincerely yours, 
Marie H. PARCHER. 
H. Hersert PARCHER 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY, 
June 15, 1954 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I regret that, due to other duties, it is not possible for 
me to personally appear before my former colleagues of the House Committee 
mn Public Works to urge approval of H. R. 9520. 

This bill, which authorizes improvements to the Chesapeake and Delaware 
Canal, is of great importance to Maryland and vital to the future of the port 

f Baltimore. Our port is one of the major east coast seaports, and the Army 
Corps of Engineers recommendations will enable that port to progress in a 
manner which will be beneficial to world commerce, Maryland’s economy, and 
uur national defense. 

The engineers’ recommendations are a necessity if the canal is to become a 
safe, night and day, two-way, deep-draft inland waterway for shipping. The 

‘oposals are fully detailed by the Corps of Engineers, and it is not necessary for 

e to elaborate upon them. I am sure each of you is thoroughly familiar with 
the recommendations. 

However, I would like to point out that these improvements, in addition to 
erving the national defense or increasing the safety of ship traffic, would also 
oost activity and commerce in the port of Baltimore and greatly stimulate new 
ndustries to locate in our tidewater area. 

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is part of the 28,000-mile inland water- 
vay system, and an integral part of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from 
rrenton, N. J., to Key West, Fla. 

Army engineers’ figures show the inland waterways carried 53.25 billion ton- 

les of traffic in 1941, the tonnage exceeding 325,400,000. It is estimated that 
the ton-miles handled last year was 78,800,000,000, and predictions are that the 
1954 figure will exceed 80 billion ton-miles. 

Improvements will encourage location of new industries, and in the first 
quarter of this year 85 new plants, and expansion of plants, situated on inland 
waterways were reported by the American waterways operators.. 

Improvements to the canal are urgently needed and in the interest of national 
lefense, in the interest of promoting a growing, expanding, local, and national 
economy, I earnestly request your favorable consideration of H, R. 9520 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
J. GLenn Beau 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN GEORGE H. FALLON 


It is an indisputable fact that the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is of 
primary importance to the continued growth of the shipping and waterborne 
ommerce of the port of Baltimore and to the vast number of shippers and 
receivers of freight in the Middle Atlantic States and the Midwest, serviced by 
the port. 
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However, this canal is also one of the vital deep-water links in the important 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway System providing a continuous protected water- 
way route extending from Massachusetts to Florida. As such, its utilization is 
expanded to include and benefit shipping generally along the entire eastern 
seaboard. Its value in times of national emergencies was clearly demonstrated 
during World War II, and the improvements recommended by the Army engineers 
will substantially enhance this aspect in the future by providing a waterway 
of sufficient width and depth to permit passage of more heavily loaded com 
mercial vessels and certain types of large naval craft. 

The present waterway in the postwar years has annually handled almost twice 
the number of oceangoing vessels that was anticipated at the time it was opened 
to traffic at the 27-foot depth. The saving of approximately 1 day in steaming 
time available to vessels calling at Baltimore or sailing from the port via the 
waterway, as Well as those transiting the canal between northern and southern 
ports to load or discharge cargo, has resulted in annual savings to vessel 
operators well over $2 million in operating expenses alone. It is conservatively 
estimated that more than 500 additional deep-draft vessels could and would use 
the waterway each year if the proposed improvements were made. The modern 
ization will not only provide added savings in operational costs for these vessels, 
but will eliminate the current costly delays to all vessels through the installa 
tion of 2-way 24-hour traffic in the canal. At present, ships may transit the 
waterway during daylight hours only due to its restricted dimensions, 

Another important factor in the operation of this canal is the saving of 1 day’s 
time on export and import freight and domestic waterborne shipments moving 
between Baltimore, the Delaware River ports and other eastern ports and 
the inland territory served by each, which results in financial savings to all 
merchants and manufacturers in the port areas, as well as those located at inland 
points. While it is difficult to account for this item in the case of each shipment, 
it is theoretically equal to J day’s interest on the valuation of the cargo involved. 
It is reflected through 1 day’s earlier payment of export drafts, and the earlier 
receipt of import merchandise, providing quicker turnover of capital. A similar 
economy in greater or lesser degree would accrue on domestic coastwise and 
intercoastal traffic. 

It is, therefore, essential to the continued growth and expansion of the large 
eastern and Middle West industrial areas, and the national defense that these 
recommended improvements to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal be author- 
ized and undertaken at the earliest possible time. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SEVENTH DISTRICT 
MARYLAND 


IMPROVEMENT OF THE CHESAPEAKE & DELAWARE WATERWAY 


I most earnestly endorse the further widening and deepening of the inland 
waterway connecting the Delaware River with Chesapeake Bay, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers as presented in Senate 
Document 123 of the present Congress. 

This essential project will join by direct deepwater route the two great Atlantic 
ports of Baltimore and Philadelphia, thus adding substantially to the combined 
service which they can render on behalf of the Nation’s waterborne commerce, 
both domestic and foreign. Considering that this project is only about 46 miles 
in total length, its completion will come close to making the 2 ports as 1. At 
a very nominal cost compared to the resultant benefits from eliminating the 
existing bottleneck, the long and expensive voyage now required for larger ships 
plying between these ports by way of Norfolk can be avoided. As a matter of 
simple economy, the savings in time of increased flexibility of ship operations 
are sufficient to justify the improvement. 

More important still, this deepwater connection between Baltimore and Phila- 
delphia, constituting a real seaway, will provide a protected passage of tre 
mendous value for defense. In recent years many representations, without firm 
foundation, have been made as to the potential defense importance of the St. 
Lawrence seaway despite its vulnerability to attack and obstruction. In contrast, 
the improved Chesapeake & Delaware Waterway will provide, at a very modest 
expenditure, a safe, sea-level channel of genuine value to the national security. 
In the interest of the Nation’s waterborne commerce and of it defense, action 
to proceed with this vital project should be taken at the earliest possible moment. 
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NEED FOR AN IMPROVED CHESAPEAKE & DELAWARE CANAI 


Statement by the port affairs committee, Greater Philadelphia-Delaware-South 
Jersey Council, an affiliate of the Chamber of Commerce of Greater 
Philadelphia 

I. MILITARY IMPORTANCE 


The Greater Philadelphia area is of strategic importance to the future of 
({merican security and national defense. The diversified industrial power of the 

ver basin is a keystone in the Nation’s arsenal, for much of this industrial 
capacity is equipped for military production. The Delaware River from Trenton 
» the sea—which happens to be the range of current major industrial expan- 
sion—enjoys a nominal and natural security from interruption of operation in 
the event of war. Few, if any of the major ports in the United States can make 
this statement. Such vital facilities as the Philadelphia Naval Base, the Frank- 
ford Arsenal, a quartermasters depot of the United States Army, various ship- 
vards, and numerous other armed services installations are located in the area. 
Other important installations are definitely planned, which will further increase 
the value of the area to the Armed Forces. These installations and the 8,000 
ndustrial firms lining the Delaware could be more protectively served by the 
further improvement of the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal, for an improved 
inland waterway available to all drafts of shipping would insure an even greater 
security for the area, the North Atlantic ports, and the Nation. 

In this age of atomic warfare, the Delaware River port area—Wilmington to 
'renton—is a natural fortress for the loading of supplies and the embarkation 
f personnel in the event of a national emergency ; and the Delaware breakwater, 
he reach of the bay, and the tidal estuary all are successive baffles, so to speak, 
against the penetration of enemy seaborne craft. Whether an enemy submarine 
force were to comprise conventional type fleet submarines, snorkel-equipped sub- 
marines, or even nuclear-powered submarines, the tidal range of the Delaware 
offers a higher guaranty of security than any other port in the Nation. The 
further improvement of the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal would add greater 
strength to this area and the position of the port by providing an efficient, avail- 
able, inland route to all, which would not be subject to enemy craft. The great 
value of this waterway was demonstrated when enemy submarines were oper- 
ating in our coastal waters and the canal was taxed to capacity. 

The defense fortress of the Greater Philadelphia area could be even further 
strengthened by this improvement, for every day the keels of ships with larger 
drafts are being laid, and these improvements in cargo construction would un- 
loubtedly bring a greater security in time of war if such vessels were able to 
efficiently navigate the canal. 


Il. ECONOMIC ADVANTAGES 


1. Increased world trade 

The ability to pick up, on a continuous trip, partial cargo from each port of 
call necessary to complete a full shipload from several of the major Atlantic ports, 

hich the further improvement of the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal would more 
effectively and efficiently tie together from a shipper’s viewpoint and enable goods 
o be shipped abroad at lower cost, would decidedly improve the Nation’s competi- 
tive position in world trade. The tying together of several of the major Atlantic 
ports in this manner is of especial benefit to the coal, ore, oil, and grain-carrying 
business because of present and somewhat unique cargo-handling techniques 
employed in these commodities. Through this process the improved world trade 
vould add to the strength of United States leadership in world commerce ard 
n world affairs. 
B. Beneficial effect of removal of existing hazards to navigation 

Vessels drawing as much as 25 feet of water are permitted to transit the 
Chesapeake & Delaware Canal. Traffic is dispatched so that vessels 325 feet in 
length will not pass in the canal proper. Transit of the canal by large vessels is 
lestricted principally to daylight hours, because of presently existing hazards to 
navigation. Many vessels that could use the canal now use the ocean route 
because of delays that result from these and other regulations that must be 
enforced in the interest of safety, the existing hazards to navigation, and inade- 
quate depth. Coastwise vessels that make Philadelphia and Baltimore ports of 
all will benefit by an improved canal, with a resulting increase in port revenues. 
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Improvement of the waterway to provide a channel 35 feet deep and 450 feet 
wide would reduce curvature and with bridge piers outside the path of navigation 
would eliminate all major deterrents to navigation and permit unrestricted 
two-way movement of oceangoing vessels 24 hours a day. 

C. Canal trafic—Past and anticipated increases 

Despite the hazards of sharp bends and the location of bridge piers in the 
channel prism, which limit vessels to one-way traffic, the tonnage of commerc 
earried on the canal has increased from 5,388,000 tons in 1947 to 8,636,000 tons 
in 1851, or 60 percent. The number of trips by vessels of all types has i: 
creased from 13,941 in 1947 to 16,835 jn 1951, or 21 percent, and undoubtedly 
the traffic on the canal would show a further upturn following establishment of 
service on a 24-hour basis. 

D. Economies resulting from shorter route 

The Chesapeake & Delaware Canal provides a short, protected, inland routs 
for seagoing vessels moving between Delaware River ports and Baltimore, and 
between Baltimore and New York, New England, and Europe. Use cf the 
canal route saves 20 hours’ time for the average-speed oceangoing cargo vessels 
en route from Delaware River ports to Baltimore, and 10 hours time for vessels 
traveling between Baltimore and New York, New England, or North Europe 
Chis saving in time and the resulting economies would further increase traffi 
on the canal! 

The improved Chesapeake & Delaware Canal would extend the benefits of 
low-cost ocean transportation to many thousands of industries, great and smal 
Yhese industries would be substantial customers of suppliers throughout the 
country and distribute to the Nation the savings resulting from efficient trans 
portation 


BR. Increased tonnage and resulting benefits 


The further improvement of the canal would add to the total tonnage 
handled by the ports of the Delaware. Every ton of cargo directly and ir 
directly adds importantly to the welfare of the area and the Nation. Im 
ressive statistics have been compiled in a report by the Delaware River Por 
\uthority, pointing out this fact According to these statistics, for each tor 
of cargo loaded or unloaded at the ports of the Delaware, there is produced 
direct dollar expenditure as follows: general cargo, $11.53 per ton; crude oil 
(including value added by refining), $7.67; tanker cargo, other than crude 
$2.63; coal, $1.81; grain, $4.24; ore, $2.11; and raw sugar (including value added 


refining), $32.78 


» 
y 


F’. General economic growth 


Historically, all projects similar-to the further improvement of the Chesape: 
d Delaware Canal have, without exception, brought economic growth to f] 
ireas involved It is difficult to forecast the increase in growth, communit 
development, ete., which would result from the completion of the canal proje« 
Further development of the vast area served by the canal would mean ne 
tal and business, new job opportunities, new employment, and new payro 
suld, in turn, produce new housing and new service industries to acco 
a growing population 
‘he Delaware River tidal estuary extends inland for 135 miles, to serve one of 
world’s heaviest concentrations of population, production, and world trad 
further improvement of the canal would stretch out even further this arm 
momic influence 


Til SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


It has been pointed out that the Greater Philade!lphia-Delaware-South Jerse 
with its diversified industry from Trenton to the sea, its vital defen 
lities previously mentioned, its natural advantages against the penetratio! 
f enemy seaborne craft, its location for the loading of supplies and embarkatior 
personnel make it of strategic importance to the future of American security 
ind national defense 
Che further improvement of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in accordan 
ith the recommendations of the Army Corps of Engineers would add additions 
strength to these defense factors in time of war, resulting in an increase in 
dustry, employment opportunities, industrial productivity, population, incon 
and ixables. The widening and deepening of the canal would undoubted! 
inother factor which would add impetus to further expansion of the area wi 
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uusands of plants and billions of invested dollars, largely dependent on eco 
mical ocean transportation. The further improvement would, in a real sense, 
dd to the economy of the entire Nation. 

Mention should be made briefly of the trend toward deeper draft vessels. In 
37 there were few supertankers throughout the Nation in use, compared 
th 1083 today. It is a significantly interesting fact also that 96 percent of 
ivately owned American oceangoing vessels are unable to use a 25-foot water 
Ly It is an accepted fact that it is necessary for us to develop these enormous 
essels to meet foreign competition 

Year by year foreign coastwise commerce using the Delaware River ports is 

reasing, and an improved inland waterway route such as the Chesapeake and 
elaware Canal would develop further the fullest potentialities of the area, 
ich will remain at least to some extent unfulfilled without this improvement 
The improvement of the canal, a vital connecting link to more southern ports, 

ng with other important considerations, makes it even more necessary than 
er before because of the great challenge presented by the St. Lawrence sea 
iy to the ports of the Atlantic. These ports must be given the same tools given 
competition. 


Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Fallon, do you want to take charge of the presen 
tation and introduce witnesses ¢ 

Mr. Fatiuon. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to introduce the wit- 
esses from Baltimore. I discussed the procedure with them, and 
they have prepared statements and wish to present the statements for 
ie record, and then just go over the highlights of the statements that 
hey put into the record. Or, if they want to read their full state 
ents I think they have a right to do so. 

First, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like 

introduce Mr. Stacey Bender, export and import director of the 
Baltimore Association of Commerce. 

Mr. AnGe.i. Mr. Bender, we will be very happy to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF STACKEY BENDER, JR., DIRECTOR, EXPORT AND 
IMPORT BUREAU, BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Benver. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Anceii. Mr. Bender, your statement will be received for the 
cord, without objection, and you may make such additional com- 
ents as you desire. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Bender is:as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE WITH RESPECT TO PROPOSED 
IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CHESAPEAKE AND DELAWARE CANAL 


The Baltimore Association of Commerce, composed of approximately 2,300 
embers representing the industrial, commercial, transportation, and port 
rests of the city of Balitmore, strongly endorses the recommendations of 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors with respect to the improve 
s for the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. 
ithe absence of a port authority at Baltimore, this organization has main 
ned a close and continuous interest in the port for more than 35 years and 
Ss participated in the development of the port, the improvement of its channels 
d waterways, and in general has taken the leading role in the promotion of 
iltimore as a major seaport of the world. 
The Baltimore Association of Commerce originally advocated the deepening 
the canal from 12 to 27 feet and width of 250 feet, following extensive investi- 
ions and surveys along the Atlantic seaboard. Factual reports and detailed 
dies were submitted to the district engineer, the Board of Engineers, and 
her Government bodies on the subject. The association also has endorsed all 
evious recommendations of the Army engineers for improvements tending to 
feguard shipping in the canal. 
Under date of December 6, 1950, this organization submitted a statement 
endorsing the recommendations of the district engineer and the division engineer, 
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Corps of Engineers, United States Army, for the improvement of the Inland 
Waterway from the Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay (Chesapeake & Dela- 
ware Canal) as outlined in the public notice of November 10, 1950. 

We fully concur and agree with the Board of Engineers that the more extensive 
project outlined in the public notice of July 3, 1952, is thoroughly justified and 
necessary to the continued growth of commerce in this area. 

Our endorsement of this project is based on the following: 


BALTIMORE VESSEL TRAFFIC 


The canal is of vital importance to the shipping of the port of Baltimoré 
and its utilization by vessels calling here to load or discharge cargoes in a 
branches of the port’s waterborne trade is constantly increasing. 

During the calendar year 1953, 4,820 large oceangoing vessels arrived here in 
all categories of waterborne commerce. Of this total, 1,772 ships, exclusive of 
small motor tankers, barges, other inland waterway craft, excursion boats, and 
Government vessels, utilized the canal routing. These represented approximately 
36.8 percent of all ship entrances at the port. In 1951, the last comparable year 
(the waterway was closed to all deep-draft shipping for 3 months of 1952 as ; 
result of an accident) the 1,634 vessel arrivals via the canal were 36.4 percent 
of the total inward movements at the port. The 897 vessels transiting the 
waterway to Baltimore in the first 5 months of the current year represented 42.8 
percent of total arrivals, or an increase of 6.4 percent over the preceding year 

In 1940, the first full year of operation at the 27-foot project depth, the 534 
ocean vessel arrivals in Baltimore by way of the canal represented but 15.9 
percent of all shipping calling at the port in that year. Similar traffic in the 
following year was reported at 24.5 percent. 

Total movements of all types of vessels to and from the port via the canal i: 
1953 aggregated 4,057 of which 2,098 were westbound and 1,959 eastbound. It 
should be borne in mind that the present dimensions were planned for an annual 
transit of but 2,000 vessels. 

The proposed changes in the recommended depth of the waterway from 32 
feet to 35 feet and widening from 400 to 450 feet at the bottom is timely and 
should materially benefit shipping generally along the Atlantic seaboard, 

A substantial increase in the number of vessels using the canal should result 
from the increased depth, while the additional width now proposed will provide 
a highly important and mpch needed margin of safety for large ships navigating 
the waterway. The latter work will also ease the danger of accidents and 
collisions such as the mishap between the Barbara Lykes and the motor tanker 
fF. L. Hayes which resulted in the burning and sinking of the latter vessel and 
the closing of the canal to all large vessels for more than 3 months during 1952 

This accident is estimated to have cost the port some $10 million through the 
necessity of having to route vessels to and from Baltimore via Cape Henry, and 
through loss of business in general to the port. 

It is the conservative epinion of local ship operators and port officials that 
the maximum use of the waterway at its present 27-foot depth has been attained 
long since. Practically all vessels operating in the general cargo trade to and 
from Baltimore and other ports on the Chesapeake Bay are now utilizing the 
canal to the fullest extent whenever it is practicable to do so. Such vessels are 
normally only partially loaded and are therefore able to navigate the present 
channel. Ships arriving here in ballast from other North Atlantic ports to load 
full cargoes of coal or grain, and those clearing the port in ballast for a northe 
destination ordinarily use the canal route. 


ADDITIONAL POTENTIAL TRAFFIC 


Although general cargo shipping comprises the major portion of vessel traffic 
at the port, bulk cargo movements in and out of Baltimore contribute substan 
tially to the overall maritime activity. Hundreds of vessels are annually engaged 
in the bulk cargo trade of the port with foreign and domestic localities trans 
porting full shiploads of such commodities as ores, petroleum, coal, grain, scraj 


metals, fertilizer materials, and similar products. 

Movements of a vast number of these vessels to and from Baltimore are at 
present restricted to the longer and more costly Cape Henry route because of 
their drafts, although many are bound to or from points where considerabl 
savings in time and operating costs could be effected by use of the canal. 
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It is conservatively estimated that a 35-foot depth in the waterway would per- 
mit upward of 500 additional vessel transits annually. This is based on a partial 
urvey of shipping at Baltimore during 1951 which showed a total of 177 vessel 
rrivals with full cargoes of ores from ports in Norway and Sweden alone. 
Drafts of these ships ranged from 25 feet 3 inches to 30 feet 6 inches, and all 
if them definitely could have used the canal had sufficient channel depth been 
vailable. 

A 35-foot waterway would have permitted additional transits in 1951 of 211 
essels laden with coal destined for ports in New England, France, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, Germany, Finland, Denmark, Sweden, Ireland, and Norway. 
hese ships left the port of Baltimore drawing from 25 feet 1 inch to 31 feet 
of water. 

During the year there were also 86 arrivals of vessels at Baltimore transport- 
ing ores from India, Turkey, Egypt, Algeria, Yugoslavia, and other ports on the 
Mediterranean and 68 clearances of ships with coal for destinations in that area 
vhose drafts exceeded 25 feet. The exact number that would have utilized a 35- 
foot canal is difficult to determine, although it is believed a good percentage would 
have found it advantageous. Our inability to be more specific in this connection 
stems from the fact that two diverse shipping lanes are available for vessels 
bound to and from the Mediterranean. The Baltimore Hydrographic Office ad- 
vises that one of these tracks, recommended for slow power vessels such as Liber- 
ies and other ships of this class in order to avoid strong northern currents, fol- 
ows a southerly course to a point off Cape Hatteras and then swings north. 
This track, of course, would favor the Cape Henry routing to Baltimore. The 
ther lane, suggested for use by full power ships, and also available to those of 
slow power, follows the great circle to a point 40° north and 50° west, and is 
favorable to the canal. 

While the above covers a large segment of bulk cargo shipping at Baltimore 
n 1951, it is known that a large number of other vessels, all potential users 
if the canal, called at the port with full loads of such commodities as pig iron, 
potash, petroleum, scrap metals, cork, etc., and that a sizable amount of grain 
was shipped from Baltimore in full cargo lots. 

On such vessels departing from the port of Baltimore, having a draft of more 
han 25 feet, and bound for the British Isles, Scandinavia, or north continental 
Luropean ports, a saving in mileage of 286 miles would be effected, by a canal 
ransit rather than a Cape Henry exit. Figured at 15 knots, such a steaming 
time would consume 20 hours, or approximately 1 day. Depending upon the ag 
nd type of vessel involved, the saving to shipowner or charterer would be as 
igh as $2,500 per vessel clearance, to say nothing about lower transit inventory 
costs to the shipper or foreign receiver. Savings on inbound vessels would be 
similarly considerable. 

LARGER VESSELS PLANNED 


Development of new iron ore fields in Labrador will serve to supply additional 
iffic in the future, as Baltimore is expected to share heavily in the movement 
metallic ores from that area. Major steel companies interested in these new 
ds are currently planning the construction of large ore carriers to supplement 
sting oceangoing bottoms to handle the movement of ore from the mines to 
timore and other ports. It is stated that some of these ships will be 800 feet 
n length with a beam of 116 feet and loaded draft of 39% feet. They will be 
ipable of transporting up to 60,000 tons of ore. 
Che port of Baltimore, offering the largest and most modern ore unloading 
cilities of any port in the country, handles well over half of all imported 
etallic ore coming into the United States. If these new ore vessels are to 
ze Baltimore's excellent facilities without making the costly round-the-capes 
p to the port, the recommended Chesapeake & Delaware Canal improvements 
be carried out 


COMMERCIAL COAL FOR NEW ENGLAND 


Major railroads serving Baltimore and tapping some of the richest coal fields 

the United States, as well as commercial coal firms, have long advocated 
mprovements to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal such as have been 

ommended. 

The improved canal would permit the movement of full shiploads of coal from 
e rail terminals at Baltimore to the New England area. Use of the longer 

pe Henry route would put these rail carriers and coal firms in a poor competi- 
e position 
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NATIONAL DEFENSI 


The Chesapeake & Delaware Canal as improved by the Board’s recommend: 
tion would provide an inland sheltered waterway for the movement of larg: 
from Philadelphia to Cape Henry. This would thus connect two o 
the United States Navy’s most important shipyards (at Philadelphia, Pa., an 
| outh, Va.) with a protected water course with sufficient water to acco 

almost any class of military vessel 

the completion of the new bridge acros » Chesapeake Bay about 20 
39-foot channel from this port to the cape 
yaced in a vulnerable position. Destruction of the bridge through military 
by sabotage or by accident would result in closing Baltimore, the secon 
trade tonnage port of the counti to all ships drawing more thai 
losing the port to its most important commercial an 

ition of metallic ore 


vessels 


south of Baltimore, the principal 


i 

water, virtually ¢ 
{ 
{ 


defense potential, impor 
Completion of the improvements to the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal 
recommended by the Board would provide an alternate routing for vessels, th 


draft of which could be accommodated by a 35-foot canal. 


In view of the importance of an improved Chesapeake and Delaware Canal a 
ecommend by the Board to the commercial and shipping interests of Baltimor: 
ind the Nation as a whole, to the national economy and defense, and to the 
Military 1! 
project 

Respectfully submitted 


st 


ablishments, this association strongly endorses the recommende: 


STACEY BENDER, Jr., 
D tor, Export and Import Bureau 


sapeake and Delaware Canal to and from Baltimo 
calendar year 19538 


i noted that Baltimore ship traffic via the canal in 1953, as covere 
above table, totals 4,057 transits. This compares with 2,613 similar mov: 
ments in 1952, although it should be noted that the waterway was closed to a 
deep-draft vessel traffic for 3 months of the year due to an accident, 3,391 
1951 and 3,513 in 1950 
This is undeniable proof that the canal is a very vital facility and is be 
utilized to an ever-increasing extent by both American and foreign-ship ope! 
tors. The current figures assume even greater significance when it is remember: 
» henefits evaluated at the time the 27-foot depth and 250-foot width wet 
mmended were based on an estimated 2,000 transits annually. 


Mr. Benper. I am director of the export and import bureau of 
Baltimore Association of Commerce, which has been active in t 
promotion of the commerce of the port of Baltimore for over 35 yea 
Personally I have been affiliated in foreign commerce in all my bus 
ness career, which has been for 22 years—primarily in the port o! 
New York with the steamship fraternity. 
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I do not hold myself up as an expert by any means as a steamship 
pers iting man. However, one of the primary considerations over and 
bove the statement that I have filed with you, gentlemen, is the fact 

that steamship lines require a minimum cargo offering in order to come 
nto an ocean port. Charges for the steamship call being what they 

e, the expenses of calling at any port are a very great expense. Bal- 
more has certain expenses that it must get in the way of cargo offer- 
ngs in order to offset those expenses. 

The steamship fraternity recognized that if cargo is not offered they 
ill not call at a port. The delays attendant on transiting of the canal, 
is the colonel pointed out a moment ago, and the layover time of the 

hip, are an important expense. When you figure that a ship costs up- 

ard of $100 an hour in some insts ances—and certain ships are quite a 

t less than that, but the average ship will cost the owners or char- 
terers anywhere from $1,500 to $2,500 a day. Each hour, therefore, 
should be valued according to the cargo that the ship will earn at the 
port. 
~ The distance in transit through the capes of 286 miles from Phil: 
lelphia, and various other mileages to northern ports, is import 
Che 286 miles savings for a 15-knot ship would constitute 20 

it or inbound through the capes, and it would save quit 
going through the canal. Such a deepwater canal would enable 
ealiship operators to call at the port of Baltimore for quite a bit 
ess cargo than is currently operative thruogh the capes for entry 
nd exit. By that 1 mean when a ship draws more than 25 feet 
he ship must perforce go through the capes. Baltimore's iron ore 
mport is the most important commerce at the port. We handled 

35 101 ,-million tons of iron ore out of a total commerce of approx 
! lately 20 million tons. So iron ore, therefore, can be very well pol 

trayed as Baltimore’s lifeblood. Quite a bit of the iron ore that is 

‘coming into the port now comes from Norway and Sweden. Fully 
oaded ¢ ships from those points could transit the canal at quite a say 
ngs, and carry iron ore to Baltimore at quite a bit less than hereto- 

fore by reason of their enforced entry and exit through the capes 
rather than the utilization of the canal. 

The same thing would hold true on the export of bulk grain and 
oal to the same area; the Scandinavian and north continental Euro- 
pean ports. It would enable us to lay our cargo down at the foreign 
point quite a bit more reasonably by reason of the lower costs and the 
resultant lower charter rates to the ports in that area than heretofore. 

I have quite a bit more information that I could enlarge upon. 
[ think it is pretty much contained in the statement that I did present. 
However, the savings to commerce and the ability to make Baltimore 
. deepwater port in every respect is highly important here, and it is 
the real issue at stake. It would enable us to facilitate dealings in 
foreign commerce to an extent not heretofore possible because of the 
long capes exit and entry. 

One point I want to make very clear, because it is highly important, 
; that when the canal was closed for 3 months in 1953 due to a marine 

accident caused by the narrowness of the canal at that time—and i 
is still very narrow—the port of Baltimore suffered reduced cargo 
offerings during that period to an extent whereby the port slowed 
down and employment was very reduced. Such a thing, if it were 
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due to enemy action or some other source—for example, if the Bay 
Bridge were bombed, or perhaps fell, the port would be virtual) 
closed to deepwater ship yping. Iron ore would be barred from the 
port by reason of the closing of the canal to deepwater ships, and the 
canal would have to handle ships with light drafts. Therefore, it 
would be very uneconomical for an operator to come to the port 
shoul : the bay be closed by reason of the fact that he would have to 
limit his load of iron ore to Baltimore. They would not use Balti- 
more in such a case. 

The C. and D. Canal, while it would be affording us two deepwater 
exits to the sea, would at best be a partial answer to the sustaining 
of Baltimore in world trade as a deepwater port. Some people might 
say two deepwater exits to the sea would be a luxury indeed for a 
major seaport. Here, for example, it is, we feel, definitely required 
to sustain the port for the iron ore industry and the grain and coal. 

Baltimore is a bulk port. A bulk port cannot continue to function 
as Baltimore has by reason of the lowered freight rates and lower 
mileage to the inland East and Middle West. A bulk port cannot 
function without fully loaded ships utilizing the port at all times. 

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal deepened to 35 feet and 
widened to 450 feet would be a definite step toward furthering the 
increase of the commerce of the port and give steamship operators 
themselves quite a savings by reason of absolutely eliminating delay 
time due to the waiting for exit or entrance to the canal and eliminat- 
ing for sure the long bay transit. 

[ believe that is all of my statement. 

Mr. Aneeti. Thank you, Mr. Bender. 

Mr. Fallon, have you any questions ¢ 

Mr. Fation. I think Mr. Bender explained to my satisfaction the 
position of the Baltimore Chamber of Commerce. I think it is a 
very good statement; and also he has filed for the record, which the 
uembers may have a chance to read, copies of a prepared statement. 
think due to the time element we should get through as quickly as 

ossib le ° 

Mr. Benper. I have concluded my statement. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Bender has to my satisfaction explained the Balti 
more Association of Commerce's position. 

Mr. Ancetzi. We thank you, Mr. Bender. You certainly made ai 
excellent statement. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Chairman, I notice Congressman Miller, in whose 
district this canal lies entirely, just came into the room. I am sure 
Congressman Miller would like to file something for the record or 
make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD T. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND—Resumed 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Fallon and gentlemen of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to say a word. I am not an engineer and re 
marks I might make in that field would not enlighten you very much. 
However, as a person coming from that locality I can assure you that 
this is a matter of importance and concern not only to the great cities 
on the Delaware Bay and the Chesapeake Bay, but it is also a matter 
of local interest along the course of the canal. It is generally conceded 
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that there is great need for improvement. I will not attempt to sug- 
gest just how it ought to be accomplished, but the residents of our 
district are very much in favor of this type of improvement. We 
think it has national significance, but it also has very strong local 
impact in the First District of Maryland. 

We hope when this is worked out it will be a great benefit to all con- 
cerned and that safeguards will be taken so as not to make it a bless- 
ing on the one hand and an error on the other. In other words, it is 
a problem that requires careful thought so as not to disrupt the locality 
through which the canal passes. I am convinced, though, that our 
Army engineers and this committee will consider all phases and that 
it will be a great national improvement if properly carried out. 

[ urge approval of this bill and that it be favorably reported. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Warburton, do you care to make a statement at this time, being 
the other member of the committee from the area / 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT B. WARBURTON, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS AT LARGE FROM DELAWARE—Resumed 


Mr. Warsurton. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
thank you for the opportunity of leaving my place as a member of the 
subcommittee in order to testify upon the Chesapeake and Delaware 
Canal improvement project. 

The views I express are also those of the Delaware congressional 
delegation, and I am specifically authorized to teataty in behalf of 
my colleagues, Senator John J. Williams and Senator J. Allen Frear, 
Jr. I am also privileged to have with me today ( ‘ol. William A. 
McWilliams, chief engineer of the Delaware State Highway Depart- 
ment. He will present the official view of our former colleague in the 
House, Gov. J. Caleb Boggs, and of the State highway department 
with regard to the matter of the bridges spanning the canal. 

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal improvement project con- 
tains three aspects which concern Delaware's citizens and commer- 
cial interests. They are (1) the commercial aspect; (2) the pollu- 
tion of the underground fresh-water-supply aspect; and (3) the 
bridge-construction aspect. I will discuss the first two and comment 
on the third; Colonel McWilliams will discuss the third. 

The commercial aspect: Colonel McWilliams will indicate that 
commercial interests of Maryland and Pennsylvania initiated the 
construction of the original canal. ‘Today, as originally, those inter- 
ests which are centered in Baltimore and Philadelphia secure the 
primary benefit from the waterway’s existence; the benefits which 
accrue to the State of Delaware are so slight that the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners of the city of Wilmington does not consider it worth 
while to statistically separate them in order to indicate that portion 
of its total annual volume of business which uses the canal. How- 
ever, we recognize that the canal’s existence and improvement confer 
substantial benefit upon our sister communities and serve in the 
national interest; therefore, we are willing to support the develop 
ment of the interests of our sister communities to the greatest extent, 
provided that development does not impose a hardship upon our 
State for which there is no appreciable compensatory benefit. 
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We are concerned that the proposed plan of development will work 
i hardship. 

Historically, the State of Delaware’s primary commercial and in 
dustrial development has occurred in the concentrated area in and 
about the city of Wilmington and at a substantial distance north of 
the canal’s course. However, industry not only is moving but neces 
sarily must move southward toward the canal line where space for 
development exists; thus, it is an open secret that a private corpora 
tion has optioned 4,000 acres of land immediately contiguous to the 
‘anal’s easterly terminus at Delaware City, with the possibility in 

iew that a $75 million plant may be constructed there. 

The possible adverse effects which the proposed plan of the canal’s 
enlargement may have upon this and kindred development can impose 
« hardship upon the State for which the canal enlargement will not 
Oa ee ce 

. The pollution of the underground fresh-water supply: It is om 
position that we object to the proposed enlargement of the canal if the 
enlargement will cause a pollution of the underground fresh-wate1 

upply by the infiltration of saline or brackish canal water. 

The State geologist and other citizens interested in conservation 
ave conferred with representatives of the United States Geological 
nd Coast Survey and the Corps of Engineers upon this matter to 
rge that an adequate survey be performed in order to determine 
vat the fact of the conditions will be. It is my understanding that 
») survey of this nature and for this purpose has been performed 
n the canal area within the State of Delaware, although it is also 

tiv understanding that some agreement toward the accomplishment 
»f this end exists. 

[ was happy to understand also that that was what the colonel 
tated in his re port. 

We believe that this survey must be made before the enlargement 
project is undertaken and, if it is determined that undue infiltration 
will result, that adequate preventive measures be included in the 
project. 

The State of Delaware recognizes that the State of Maryland’s 
neers of Geology, Mines, and Water Resources states that 

tilable data on well tests shows no evidence of appreciable salt- 
water infiltration, and doubts that merely widening and deepening 
the canal would change present conditions.’ 

However, tests have not been made in the State of Delaware suf- 
ficient to indicate that this conclusion will pertain there. In point 
of fact, the question of infiltration of this nature has previously been 
of no real importance, even in connection with prior increasings of 
the canal’s dimensions by artificial or natural means, since no indus- 
trial or agricultural development dependent upon deep-well fresh 
water existed or appeared imminent; but this is no longer the case: 
We are forced to recognize that our farmers in the area are begin 
ning to rely upon deep wells to artificially irrigate their fields. 

The Chief of Engineers, in his August 17, 1953, report, indicates 
that local administrative control may be required to maintain a 
desirable quality of water in the aquifers if industrial pumpate 
nereases significantly. The state of Delaware presently has no 
statutory control of this nature. However, this absence is not im- 
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portant; but it is important to note that this statement seems to 
ndicate that the canal’s enlargement may cause infilration of the 
quiftrs. In any event, it would be necessary to make adequate tests 
to determine the extent of the administrative control upon deep-well 
vater usage which would have to be imposed, and if infiltration of 
the aquifers demanded the establishment of such controls, the fact 
if the infiltration, affecting the water supply, and of the controls, 
limiting the use of the water supply, would themselves be capable 
of retarding industrial development in the area. 

We therefore believe with regard to this aspect that an adequate 
survey of the underground water condition, at Federal expense, must 
be made to determine what effect the canal enlargement will have upon 
the underground water supply, and that we must oppose the enlarge- 
ment if the survey indicates that undue and harmful infiltration will 
occur unless adequate measures are taken to prevent the infiltration. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent to insert as part of my 
statement the report of a meeting or conference held in the Newark 
office in Delaware of the Ground Water Branch of the United States 
Geological Survey of September 17, 1953, which was participated in 
by representatives of our own State of Delaware, office of the geologist, 
and representatives of the Corps of Engineers. 


Mr. ANGELL. Without objection, that permission will be granted. 
(The report of the conference is as follows :) 


CONFERENCE ON GROUND-WATER INVESTIGATION IN VICINITY OF CHESAPEAKE AND 
DELAWARE CANAL 


\ conference was held in the Newark office, Delaware, of the Ground Water 
Branch of the United States Geological Survey on September 17, 1953, to further 
discuss the effect which the widening and deepening of the Chesapeake and Dela- 
ware Canal may have upon the salt-water contamination of the aquifers which 
cross the canal. 

Mr. W. C. Rasmussen, geologist in charge, Ground Water Branch of the United 
States Geological Survey, Salisbury, Md., served as chairman of the meeting. 
Others in attendance were Henry C. ee staff ee Ground Water 
Branch, United States Geological Survey ; . McGavock, , division geologist, 
Corps of Engineers; C. F. Wicker, ¢ aioe Snataseting terldion Philadelphia 
District, Corps of Engineers; Otto Heinz, Jr.. Head, Foundations and Soils Divi- 
sion, Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers; A. J. Depman, district geologist, 
Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers; C. N. Durfor, chemical engineer, qual- 
ity of water, Philadelphia ; Norman Beamer, district chemist, quality of water 
Philadelphia; Louis P. Vlangas, geologist, United States Geological Survey; D. 
Boggess, engineer, United States Geological Survey: I. W. Marine, geologist, 
United States Geological Survey; Johan J. Groot, State geologist, Delaware 
Geological Survey ; and Mrs. D. M. Organist, research associate, Delaware Geolog- 
ical Survey. 

The purpose of the conference, as stated by the representatives of the Corps 
of Engineers, was to design a reconnaissance study of the Chesapeake and Dela- 
ware Canal which should include a description of the plan of study, data to be 
collected and their possible application ; an estimate of the starting date and time 
required for completion of the reconnaissance investigation; and an estimate 
of cost. 

Mr. Rasmussen amended his August 20, 1953, statement that the reconnais- 
sance of the canal was finished, by adding that additional data should be gath- 
ered—possibly by test drilling. A statement for the record by Dr. Stringfield of 
the Ground Water Branch, Washington office, United States Geological Survey, 
was presented, recommending that a reconnaissance, costing approximately 
$5,000, should include test drilling as close to the canal as possible within areas 
where salt-water tongues may appear—preferably on the south bank. 

Mr. Rasmussen then gave a résumé of the geology in the vicinity of the canal 
and pointed out that although there was no heavy pumping of ground water in 
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that area at present, concern should be shown because greater ground water use 
in the near future can be anticipated due to increasing industrialization and 
urbanization. 

The representatives of the Corps of Engineers seemed to be in agreement with 
the plan of reconnaissance as suggested by those present from the United States 
Geological Survey. 

The plan, as set up, calls for the rotary drilling of 4 test holes, approximately 
200 feet deep and reaching about 50 feet below the first encounter of the red and 
white Raritan clays. These holes should be located very close to the canal on 
the south bank—3 of them to be placed at stations 55,000, 65,000, and 68,000 
where the Raritan-Magothy sands reach a combined thickness of about 50 feet 
and drop below sea level. The representatives of the Corps of Engineers expressed 
a preference for having these wells located outside of the proposed construction 
area of the canal, but agreed that in order to have them fit the purpose of the 
investigation, they should be drilled as near to the canal as possible, with new 
observation wells financed after construction was completed. 

Accurate logs should be kept of the holes as they are drilled, it was decided, 
and an electric logger used after their completion if possible. Water-stage 
recorders should also be put on these wells. 

Water samples are not being taken from the canal at present; however, it 
was agreed that more data concerning the salinity regiment should be collected. 
This study should be carried on for at least 6 months with the first samples 
being taken immediately, once every hour during the first day, and then once 
daily at the same phase of the tidal cycle over a period of 30 days. 

After completion of the proposed wells, water samples will be taken every 4 
to 5 feet for partial analysis; 1 complete analysis will be run on each well. 
Monthly testing should continue on each well—-samples being taken from 4 
points with one complete every 2 months. 

The representatives of the United States Geological Survey stated that if 
the reconnaissance study indicates any contamination a detailed study would be 
warranted at a cost of approximately $70,000 to $80,000. If contamination does 
not appear to be present at the time of the investigation, monthly sampling 
should be continued, however. 

The estimated cost for the proposed reconnaissance investigation is as follows: 


Drilling: 4 wells, 200 feet deep, at $6 per foot___- ta __. $4, 800 
‘I I ; 


Testing : 
1 sample every 4 to 5 feet (12 per well), at $1 per sample 
1 complete analysis per well, at $40 ; 
Monthly testing at 4 points for 6 months, at $24 per well 
1 complete every 2 months, at $40 per well 


Total 
Inspection and logging of wells 
Analysis and preparation of letter-type report 


Total , . i 

The representatives of the Corps of Engineers stated that at present there was 
no provision in their budget for this reconnaissance investigation. They also 
advised that interests in Baltimore consider the present canal a hazard since it 
is handling traffic beyond its capacity ; therefore, they are anxious to have this 
study completed as quickly as possible. 

It was decided that the report covering this study should not necessarily be 
carried to the point of publication but should instead consist of a letter-type 
report which may be reworked and expanded at a later date for publication. 

The length of time required to complete the reconnaissance study was esti- 
mated to be approximately 6 months with an additional 2 weeks for the prepara 
tion of a letter-type report. 

Mr. Warsurton. 3. The bridge-construction aspect: The improve- 
ment proposal affects two vehicular lift-bridges presently spanning 
the canal, namely, the Summit Bridge and the Reedy Point Bridge. 

I purposely eliminate reference to the proposed Pennsylvania 
Bridge at the cutoff, as it is called, because that deals primarily with 
a private industry and not with the State of Delaware as such. 
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The report recommends that the State of Delaware make a substan- 
tial contribution to the construction cost of the Summit Bridge pro- 
posed four-lane high-level fixed-bridge replacement. Colonel Mc- 
Williams will explain why we do not believe that the usual local 
contribution policy should apply to the replacement and/or construc- 
tion of any bridge which crosses this canal now or in the future. 
Furthermore, it is the very carefully considered opinion of Delaware's 
congressional delegation that the inadequate and possibly hazardous 
condition of the present Summit Bridge demands that the project of 
its replacement be separated from the total canal i improvement project 
and initiated without unreasonable delay. Senator Williams and 
Senator Frear have jointly sponsored legislation in the Senate directed 
to this end, and I completely support their effort. 

Having also sponsored a similar piece of legislation in the House 
at the last session, I completely support it. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended that 
the Reedy Point Bridge be replaced; the Chief of Engineers recom- 
mends that— 


consideration should be given to the provision of suitable and more economical 
alternative routes and facilities— 


to substitute for and eliminate the necessity of replacing this bridge. 

We disagree with the Chief of Engineers’ recommendation, for the 
reason that the Federal Government has no authority to eliminate 
existing crossings, as Colonel McWilliams will demonstrate. Further 
than that reason, the bridge at this point connects two small commu- 
nities—Delaware City and Port Penn—situated 7 miles apart upon 


a long-existing highway. These towns share many municipal facili- 
ties, such as firef fighting equipment, so that elimination of the crossing 
will work not only an actual inconvenience but a possible hardship 
of considerable proportion. Moreover, the continuation of a crossing 
at this point will be a necessity from the ee of contemplated 
industrial development, with regard either to the final realization of 
the establishment of the specific industry at Delaware City, which I 
previously mentioned, or to the area’s general development, and as an 
alternative crossing of the canal from the standpoint of national 
emergency. 

We therefore believe that (1) the State’s contribution to bridge 
construction and/or replacement over the canal should be on the basis 
Colonel McWilliams will indicate; (2) that the Summit Bridge 
replacement should be separated from the overall project and sté arted 
mmediately; and (3) that the Reedy Point crossing be retained by 
the furnishing of an adequate replacement within the project's 
development. 

I will be glad to answer any specific questions upon the points I 
have presented, and I will thereafter be privileged to present Colonel 
McWilliams. 

Mr. Anceii. Thank you, Mr. Warburton. Are there any questions ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. Congressman, you have a witness you want to call? 

Mr. Warsurron. Yes; I do. I would like to call Mr. W. A. Me- 
Williams, who is chief engineer of the State of Delaware Highway 
Department. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. McWilliams, we are very happy to hear you, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF W. A. McWILLIAMS, CHIEF ENGINEER, 
DELAWARE STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 


Mr. McWuiams. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subeommit 
tee, my name is W. A. McWilliams and as chief engineer of the Dela 
ware State Highway De partment, I am both grateful and honored to 
appear before you this morn ing to represent Governor Boggs and the 
State of Delaware before this subcommittee. 

[ am here today representing the State of Delaware in the matte: 
of widening and deepening of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, 
and wish to present this brief statement of the position of the Stat: 
of Delaware in this important matter. 

rhe Chief of Engineers in his recommendations to Congress stated : 

I believe that in view of the large highway benefits to be expected from th 
new bridge to be constructed at Federal expense .the approach system landwari( 
of the bridge abutments should be provided at non-Federal expense. 

To this we do not agree. 

The Chesapeake and Delaware Canal was constructed originally 
in 1824 by a private canal company under a charter granted by the 
General Assembly of Delaware: later this canal was taken over in 
1917 by the Federal Government. 

The history of that charter indicates that the Delaware Legislatur 
was beseiged by the canal interests—strongly supported by the States 
of Pennsylvania and Maryland—for permission to construct a canal 
between the east and west borders of the State. Delaware granted 
such a charter in response to their request only after requiring that 
Pennsvivania make avail: “ le to Delaware certain historical records of 

rreat importance. The charter also required that Pennsylvania lift 

arantine which had =e imposed upon shipping into the port of 
Phil ad Iphia Pennsylvania's acceptance of these terms leaves little 
doubt as to who was the prime mover for the canal’s construction. 

The charter to the oo company, section ITV of the act, had the 
following provisions: 
ind be it enacted, That whenever said canal shall cross any public road it shall 
be the duty of said company at the proper expense of the same to make an 
keep good and sufficient bridges across the said canal so as to prevent any incor 
venience in the usage of said road or roads by reason of said canal crossing t 
ame and that it shall b awful fer the legistature of this State at all time 
hereafter to enact laws for the erecting and maintaining bridges across the said 
canal at the expense of the said company and to subject the said company to for 
feitures pains and penalties for not complying with such laws. 


The United States Government, as successor to the Chesapeake & 
Delaware Canal Co., acquired the rights, privileges, and respon 
cibilitv granted in the charter issued to the canal company. The State 
of Delaware. therefore. cannot contribute anv funds for the constru 
tion of bridges over the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. having 
snecifically charged that responsibility to the canal company in thi 


charter referred to above 

The canal is of no material benefit to the State of Delaware: o1 
the contrary. it is a barrier to overland highway travel, and in man\ 
places where public roads now cross the canal no bridge would b 
required if the canal did not exist. At this point I should like to call 
vour attention to exhibit A, a letter from Mr. Warburton to the Chief 
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if Engineers, Department of the Army, which I consider to be an 
nlargement of the States’ position. If there are any questions, I shall 
e glad to try and answer them. 

Mr. ANcetL. Without objection, the letter referred to will be made 

part of the record. 

(The letter from Mr. Warburton to the Chief of Engineers is as 
follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., October 26, 1958 
Maj. Gen. S. D. Srure1s, Jr., 
Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR GENERAL Sturais: At the request of Gov. J. Caleb Boggs, I have just 
eread your letter of August 17, 1953, to the Secretary of the Army. You will 
all that this letter submits to the Secretary for transmission to Congress the 
report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors upon review of the re- 
port on the inland waterway from Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, Del., 
nd Md., the transmitting report being identified as the final report upon the 
atter 
I reflect the concern which Governor Boggs recently expressed to you upon the 
recommended degree of this State’s financial participation in the cost of con- 
struction of the highway approaches of the proposed Summit Bridge high-level 
pan. Your recommendation states, in effect, that the St. Georges Bridge con- 
struction established a precedent in this regard, and that precedent is that the 
State’s participation in these construction costs is limited to the cost of the 
onnecting highways from the existing highway system to the point of grade for 
e bridge approaches. You then conclude that the extent of this State's par 
ticipation should be increased to include the contribution of the construction 
osts for the whole of the bridge approaches landward from the bridge abutment. 
his will obviously occasion a considerable increase in the financial burden placed 
ipon the State. 
I recognize the fact that the new cost criteria have been placed upon civil 
nstruetion projects of this and a similar nature, and I recognize the reason 
r them. However, and I do not make this statement in order to secure a 
ocal benefit, I am of the opinion that such criteria are not applicable to the 
irticular construction problem which is posed here or which will be posed with 
zard to future bridge construction by the Federal Government over the Dela- 
are portion of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, and I will object to their ap 
ication in this and similar instances as the occasion arises. I base this posi 
on upon the following reasons: 
(1) The St. Georges Bridge construction did not establish a “precedent” in 
ie ordinary sense as to the extent to Which this State should contribute to con- 
truction costs for highway bridge approaches spanning this waterway It did 
rovide the first opportunity for a recognition of the extent of the Federal Gov 
ernment’s obligation. 
The record upon that construction clearly indicates that this State’s general 
ssembly originally granted what was in legal effect a license for private propri 
rs to construct the waterway. A condition of the grant was that the pro- 
rietors assume full liability for the construction and maintenance of crossings 
f the waterway for vehicular and other highway traffic; this obligation passed 
from proprietor to proprietor. I believe that all of the bridges which were con 
structed prior to the construction of St. Georges Bridge were of a type whose 
ors or decks were approximately level with the waterway’s banks and did 
ot require extended approaches reaching back from the banks. Therefore, | 
agine there was little opportunity for debate as to where the bridge structure 
nded and the highway began on each bank. 
However, the construction of the St. Georges Bridge raised the question as 
to where the bridge structure ended and the highway it was supposed to connect 
each bank began, and this question arose because the nature of the structure’s 
n required approaches to the main deck or floor which began a considerable 
listance back from the waterway’s banks. 


sig 
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It seems to me, despite the change in design, that the Federal Government’s 
obligation is unquestioned and is determinable by the application of known 
engineering principles. The Federal Government’s obligation as the proprietor 
of the waterway under the original conditions which regulated the construction 
of the waterway is to build the bridge. As I understand the terminology, the 
“bridge” is not merely the abutments and the interior connecting spans between 
them, but the whole structure required to connect the interrupted highway in 
accordance with the bridge’s design to accomplish this sole purpose. 

(2) You state, in effect, that the standard which was applied to determine 
the extent of the State’s contribution to the cost of construction of the St. Georges 
Bridge approaches can be set aside and a larger participation anticipated of the 
State with particular regard to the Summit Bridge construction “* * * in view 
of the large highway benefits to be expected from the new bridges to be con 
structed at Federal expense.” 

I do not agree with this premise, because it is unrealistic and is not founded 
in fact. Delaware gains no major benefit, financially or otherwise, from either 
the waterway or the bridges spanning it. 

This waterway exists in Delaware by the accident of the State’s geographic 
location, because its position gives the shortest canal distance for the connection 
of the Delaware and Chesapeake Bays. Its existence creates the problem of 
spanning it in order to permit the ordinary flow of vehicular traffic on the State’s 
north-south highway arteries. 

The fact that a bridge exists to span the waterway creates no greater benefit 
to either local or out-of-State vehicular traffic than if the waterway did not exist 
at all; certainly, from the whole State’s standpoint, the elimination of the water 
way, if such were possible, would put an end to such problems as now confront us. 
A bridge is erected across the waterway as an obligation under the original 
grant so that vehicular traffic will not be inconvenienced, and the only finan 
cial saving which local users realize is that which is gained from being able 
to cross the waterway at a spot which is more convenient to their local lines 
of travel. 

The same reason exists with regard to nonresident commercial users of the 
bridge. The route upon which Summit Bridge is located gives a relatively small 
financial return to the State from nonresident users, as is also the case with 
regard to the users of other routes. The reason for this fact is that such 
traffic can easily pass through this State in so short a period of time that the 
financial benefit which is gained from the traffic consists primarily of relatively 
small amounts of gas tax and the use of such facilities as diners. Again, these 
same benefits would be gained if the waterway did not exist. 

The waterway itself is of convenience to the local owners of pleasure craft 
However, the basic commercial gain lies to the residents and merchants of 
Baltimore and Philadelphia. The primary bulk of water traffic calling at the 
Wilmington Marine Terminal redches it directly from the ocean via the Dela 
ware Bay and River, and the commercial traffic calling at the terminal via the 
canal is exceptionally small. 

I therefore contend that improvements in the waterway’s bridges do not 
benefit the State sufficiently to justify the money the State would have to 
expend to bridge it upon the basis of your recommendation. If the State is 
required to expend the sums which would be necessary under the obligation 
that it is recommended to assume, the perfect example would exist of the 
grantor of the license having to contribute to a substantial support of the facility 
from which no basic benefit is received. 

(3) In addition to these factors, I believe it is pertinent to also recognize 
that your recommendation would require this State, which presently bears one 
of the highest per capita Federal tax contribution burdens, to additionally 
contribute from its own funds to the construction of a facility whose existence 
is necessary only because of the existence of a waterway whose primary benefit 
lies to the national, and not the local, interest in any material respect. 

Therefore, the recommendation with regard to the amount of the State of 
Delaware’s contribution to the Summit Bridge construction seems inconsistent 
with the recommendation as to the contribution to the cost of the Pennsylvania 
Railroad crossing bridge, which is contemplated to be constructed wholly of 
Federal funds and then given, after completion, to the ownership of the railroad 
company. 

My constituents are fully cognizant of the importance of this waterway to the 
national interest. However, neither they nor I believe that the State should 
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pay any more toward the construction of the bridge than is their just propor- 
tion of the cost. Governor Boggs expressed his opinion of what this proportion 
should be in his letter of October 12, and his reasons for it, to Secretary of 
the Army Stevens, and I fully support him in this position. Furthermore, I 
support him in his position that representatives of this State are entitled to 
be heard upon this matter, and I will appreciate your consideration toward this 
end as the occasion arises, 
Sincerely yours, 
HERBERT B. WARBURTON, M. C. 

Mr. Aneeti. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGe.i. If not, we thank you, sir, for your very fine statement. 

Mr. Fallon, before you proceed, may the Chair say it is necessary 
for Mr. Steed and myself to appear before the Rules Committee wi ith 
reference to bills reported out of this committee. As you know, the 
House is meeting at 11 o’clock. I will endeavor to get permission, 
if I may, so that the committee can meet this afternoon at 2 o’clock. 
During my absence Mr. Mack will preside. 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Joseph 
rune, of the mayor’s harbor advisory board of the city of Baltimore. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH BRUNE, OF THE MAYOR’S HARBOR 
ADVISORY BOARD OF THE CITY OF BALTIMORE 


Mr. Brune. My name is J. Joseph Brune. I am chairman of the 
mayor’s harbor advisory board in the city of Baltimore, State of 
Maryland. I ama past president of the Propeller Club of the United 
States and the Traflic Club of Baltimore. Both of these organiza- 
tions are dedicated to the improvement of waterborne commerce in 
general in the State of Maryland. 

The harbor advisory board is an appointed body by the mayor of the 
city of Baltimore. As the name implies, it is designed to advise the 
mayor and his official family on matters concerning the commerce of 
the port. 

I do not have a prepared statement because my statement is brief 
I am here solely to urge this committee to carry out the recommenda- 
tions of the board of engineers. I think it is superfluous for me to 
attempt to submit any statistics because through the able offices of 
the Corps of Engineers the committee has all of the information 
which they require as to the volume of commerce and as to the in- 
crease in the use of C. & D. Canal, and the increase in commerce 
as a result of the past improvements of the canal. 

We urge you as quickly as it is possible to carry out these recom- 
mendations, because they are very badly needed. I am sure it will 
be a boon and a big help to all of the Atlantic coast ports. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any questions from members of the commit- 
tee ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. What is the length of this proposed canal? 

Mr. Brune. The length of it? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Brune. As I understand it, they do not intend to increase the 
length of it. 
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Mr. Scupper. What is the distance between the Delaware River and 
the Chesapeake Bay at Baltimore? 

Mr. Brune. I would not quote it from memory. 

Mr. Fatuon. I think the Army engineers just testified it was 14 
iniles from Delaware Bay to Chesapeake Bay. 

Mr. Scupper. That is sufficient. 

Mr. Fauion. That is the land canal. The deepening is more than 
that. The deepening and widening of the channel is 46 miles. 

Mr. Becker. But the point in question is, it is a 14-mile canal? 

Mr. Fation. Yes. I would like to call now Mr. Pressley Carter, 
president of the Association of Maryland Pilots, who will also repre- 
sent the Baltimore Steamship Trade Association. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will be glad to hear from Mr. Carter. 


STATEMENT OF PRESSLEY CARTER, PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIA- 
TION OF MARYLAND PILOTS AND REPRESENTING THE BALTI- 
MORE STEAMSHIP TRADE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Carrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the Soahenitiad: I will make my remarks as brief as possible. 

I represent the Baltimore Steamship Trade Association for the 
port of Baltimore and the State of Maryland. The Steamship Trade 
Association membership is comprised entirely of the maritime in 
dustry of the port, the ship agents and stevedores, the line tenders, 
and every segment of industry is represented. I speak for that body 
in stating that they are in full accord with the report of the Army 
engineers and wish to be so recorded in favor of the deepening and 
widening of the canal project. 

Speaking briefly for the pilot association, I would like to offer for 
a moment a few words on the matter of safety. 

The canal as it exists today is a particularly hazardous body of 
water. It is too narrow a basin with too many curves and, of course, 
the danger of the bridges is self-evident. The tidal structure of the 
canal is such that many ships are grounded because it is blocked from 
time to time. I believe it is on the record that in excess of 70 to 80 
collisions with the bridge abutments have occurred, which are at 
the present time in the canal proper itself. 

In order to eliminate the hazard for this shipping, of course, the 
project as sponsored by the United States Army engineers is most 
necessary. 

Also I would like to bring to your attention, gentlemen, that in 
the war years the Baltimore Association which I represent today 
and the Pilot Associations of the Philadelphia area handled many 
thouasnds of ships through this body of water that were en route to 
convoy anchorage in Lynnhaven Roads inside the mouth of the 
Chesapeake Bay in Virginia. Convoys were made up there usually 
in numbers of 200 to 250 ships. Eighty percent of th le vessels that 
went out of Cape Henry for convoy came through the C. & D. Canal. 
In so doing, of course, they avoided enemy action on the coast and 
had a safe passage through the canal to their anchorage. 

Of course, as pointed out, the facilities of the Navy were free to 
cuard other areas. 
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In order not to be repetitious, I would simply like to say that the 
Pilots & Steamship Trade Association wholeheartedly endorses and 
urges that you support and give the utmost consideration to the report 
as submitted by the United States Army engineers. 

I think that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Mac. Are there any questions of Mr. Carter? 

Mr. Davis. This is a manmade canal and dates back to about 1824, 
does it not? 

Mr. Carrer. That is true; yes,sir. As faras I know. It was origi- 
nally a lock canal. 

Mr. Davis. How wide is it ? 

Mr. Carrer. Now it is about a 250-foot bottom width. 

Mr. Davis. That is all. 

Mr. Fauiton. Mr. Carter, could you tell us about an accident that 
occurred there just a few years ago when the canal was blocked for 
several months? 

Mr. Carrer. Yes, I could, Mr. Fallon, tell you of several of them. 
I could go back quite some years ago when the bridges were knocked 
down by an accident, and the canal was closed for many, many days, 
while the bridge structure and disabled ships were removed. But 
just recently we had a small tanker that was in a collision. She was 
loaded with gasoline, which is a very dangerous cargo, and was 
grounded in the canal. All traffic for a long period of time was 
stopped. The salvage on that particular vessel, if I am not mistaken, 
required somewhat in excess of thirty-odd days. I am not definite of 
the time. It was handled by several different contractors and was 
finally successfully removed. 

During that time the hazard of that vessel lying there with almost 
a full cargo of high-explosive gasoline was ever-present and caused a 
great deal of concern to the people of that area had it caught fire or 
exploded. So all traffic was diverted at that time, and as a result the 
port of Baltimore lost a great number of vessels. It was considered 
the trek down the coast was too long or too costly. 

[ do not know whether I can elaborate on that or not. 

Mr. Fatxon. It is a very interesting story that is attached to the 
removal of that wreck, but I do not think we have the time to go into it. 

Mr. Carrer. It is indeed interesting, but I will touch on it if you 
so desire. 

Mr. Faxon. I think maybe I can give the committee the story at 
a later time in regard to that wreck. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the depth of the present canal 4 

Mr. Carrer. It is 27 feet. However, traffic is limited to a depth of 
25 feet, with the restriction that the vessel must be measured by the 
stern and not the head, and must be on an even keel. 

I might point out that the canal with the overcut of 2 feet does not 
really have a sufficient margin for the 25 feet that we are carrying now. 
Twin-serew vessels are particularly in a dangerous and haz: ardous 
position because of the action of the propellers against the banks of 
the canal. 

Mr. Scupper. Are there any railroad crossings to be eliminated? 

Mr. Carter. Yes. Not to be eliminated, but there is a Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad bridge which is a lift span, and a particularly danger- 
ous bridge at the moment. All of the bridges, because their abut- 
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ments sit right in the canal proper, are very hazardous. That nar- 
rows the canal’s width between them. We have one-way traffic except 
for very small vessels, and on occasion there is great damage. 

As the colonel points out, vessels that want to go in must wait until 
_ ar from the other end has completely cleared before they can enter 

, taking the average time in transit as 2 hours, or 214 hours, you 
can readily see if there are 2 or 3 ships that have to enter from Reedy’s 
Point — vessels lying at Town Point in transit, Maes: could wait up 
to 6 or 7 hours. It is not unusual to have a 5- or 6-hour delay for 
ships on ‘eltheee end of the canal. 

Mr. Faruon. Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. If not, we thank you, Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carrer. If you will pardon me, I do have a brief statement 
from the Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware, which 
is a sister organization similar to the one I represent. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will accept that for the record, and 
will be published along with your statement. 

Mr. Carrer. Thank ° you, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


To Whom It May Concern: 

The Pilots Association for the Bay and River Delaware is composed of those 
pilots who pilot vessels through the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal. 

It is the opinion and belief of our pilots that the present condition of the canal 
is dangerous and hazardous to navigation. We feel that to remove the dangers 
of transitting the canal, the canal should be deepened, widened, and straightened 
on the curve. Also, the present bridges crosing the canal are extremely hazardous 
and should be removed. 

FRED M. CAMPBELL. 


Mr. Fation. Mr. Chairman, this deepening and widening of this 
waterway is most unusual, because we have today a representative of 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad to testify in its behalf, Mr. Stanton. 

Mr. Mack. The committee will be happy to hear you, Mr. Stanton. 


STATEMENT OF J. L. STANTON, REPRESENTING THE BALTIMORE 
& OHIO RAILROAD CO. 


Mr. Stanton. Thank you, Mr. Fallon and Mr. Chairman. I have a 
repared statement, and if I may I would like to submit it to the com- 
mittee and also enlarge on it with just a few remarks. 

Mr. Mack. You have that permission and your statement will be 
accepted for the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Stanton is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE BALTIMORE & ONTO RATLROAD Co. ON PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT 
TO THE CHESAPEAKE & DELAWARE CANAL 


The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., serving 13 States extending from the At- 
lantic coast to the Mississippi River and encompassing approximately two-thirds 
of the population of the United States, is recognized as one of the most important 
common carriers in the country. In the efficient and economical handling of 
freight throughout this area, the B. & O. has constructed and acquired substan- 
tial marine facilities at the port of Baltimore. At the present time, piers, 
docks, sheds, and other equipment, as well as mechanical loaders and special 
facilities for the handling of bulk cargoes, result in an investment by the B. & O. 
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of approximately $60 million in such waterfront facilities at the port of 
Baltimore. 

For the purpose of providing better service to the large segment of the Ameri- 
can population served by the B. & O., this company endorses the current pro- 
posals of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, for extensive improve- 
ments to the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal. 

The Chesapeake & Delaware Canal serves as a protected inland route con- 
necting the upper reaches of the Chesapeake Bay with the Delaware Bay and 
offers a substantially shorter route for vessels traveling from Baltimore to the 
ports of Wilmington, Philadelphia, New York, Boston, and the northern European 
Continent range. 

At the present time, the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal has a controlling 
depth of 25 feet and a width of approximately 250 feet. Sharp turns in the canal 
and generally marginal navigational conditions constitute serious hazards now 
existing in this canal. Collisions are frequent and on one recent occasion a small 
tanker was set afire and blocked the canal for ocean shipping for a period of 
several months. 

In endorsing the proposal to increase the depth of the canal to 35 feet, widen 
it to 450 feet, and eliminate the hazardous turns, the B. & O. takes the position 
that, in addition to the improved safety factors, the canal will be opened to a 
great number of ships now unable to use this approach to the port of Baltimore 
because of depth and width limitations. 

The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad has a vital interest in development of the port 
of Baltimore. Facilities of this company for handling waterborne traffic at 
Baltimore consist of Locust Point marine terminal, Curtis Bay import ore pier, 
and Curtis Bay export coal pier. 

The Baltimore & Ohio handled 5,316,718 tons of waterborne traffic at the port 
of Baltimore during 1953. We estimate that about 500,000 tons of this traffic 
moved through the existing Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, and that, if the 
mproved canal had been in effect, as much as 2,500,000 tons additional of this 
traffic would have moved through the canal: also, it is believed that with the 
mproved canal in operation large additional tonnages would be attracted to the 
Baltimore & Ohio marine terminals in Baltimore to the mutual advantage of 
this company, the city of Baltimore, the steamship operators, and the public. 

Baltimore has long been the leading port of the country for the importation of 
high-grade iron ore and other metallic materials. With the depletion of domestic 
ore fields, the steel industry of the country is becoming more and more dependent 
on foreign sources of ore. Batimore, with 3 modern high-speed ore piers oper- 
ated by railroads serving this port and 1 by the Bethlehem Steel Corp., is being 
called upon to handle an increasing quantity of metallic ores for the steel mills 
of the inland East and Midwest. 

The proposed improvements to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal would 
make the excellent ore-unloading facilities at Baltimore more readily available 
to the ships in this trade. At the present time only small quantities of iron ore 
move through the canal because of its physical limitations. None of the collier 
type vessels designed for ore transportation nor any of those now planned for 
ore carriage could transit the canal with a full cargo. The proposed improve 
ments, however, would open this waterway to this trade. It is to be remembered 
that a considerable quantity of the high-grade iron ore now being received from 
abroad originates in the Scandinavian countries. An improved canal would 
shorten the distance from the point of origin to the unloading piers at Baltimore 
by a considerable number of miles. It is also possible that ore from the fields 
now being developed in Labrador may move via the port of Baltimore to inland 
centers. An improved canal is essential if this ore is moved via the shortest 
and most efficient route to Baltimore. 

Three great areas will be substantially affected by the improvements to the 
canal in connection with the transportation of coal. At the present time the 
rich coalfields of central and northern West Virginia are at a disadvantage in 
supplying the coal needs of New England’s industries because of the limitations 
on the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. This coal moves from West Virginia to 
Baltimore. Here it is loaded aboard ship, but due to the limitations of the canal 
must move via Cape Henry to the open ocean and then north to New England 
ports. Via this routing the distance from Baltimore to Boston is 597 miles. 
However, an improved Chesapeake and Delaware Canal that would accommodate 
modern collier ships of economical size would shorten this distance from Balti 
more to Boston by 142 miles. Thus, the coal regions of northern and central 
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West Virginia would be benefited. The port of Baltimore, through the increased 
activity of this trade, would also benefit and the New England areas would hav: 
access to an additional supply of coal for industrial and domestic uses in that 
area 

In addition to these bulk commodities herein discussed, the B. & O., throug! 
its extensive facilities at Locust Point, handles a large quantity of general carg 
both in export and import. The practices of steamship operation require load 
ing and discharging of each vessel at several, if not all, of the five ports « 
the North Atlantic. Ships of minimum draft can make an initial call at Ney 
York, proceed to Philadelphia, and if the vessel’s dimensions are small enoug! 
move through the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal to Baltimore, thence on t 
Hampton Roads and overseas. However, for the past two decades new shipping 
that has been constructed is of such size as to make it extremely difficult, if 
possible at all, to utilize the canal when heavily laden because of draft and 
turning limitations. New vessel construction in almost every case calls for 
specifications that would prohibit utilization of the canal except in ballast. 

If the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is to continue as an important artery 
of transportation, it is essential that it be improved to meet the needs of modern 
shipping 

It appears that the military value of a protected inland waterway of the tyy« 
of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in times of national emergency would 
be such as to justify the cost of the proposed improvements. However, th« 
B. & O. is primarily concerned with the commercial aspects of this proposal! 
and it is upon these grounds that we endorse the project as outlined by the Corps 
of Engineers, and urge the Committee on Public Works to give it full approval 
and to expedite the necessary construction. 

J. L. STANTON, 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. 

Mr. STANTON . Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph Stanton. I am employed 
the Balt imore & Ohio Railroad Co. 

Gentlemen, it is unusual for a commercial company, I imagine, to 
ome into a proceeding of this type. The port of Baltimore is unique 
in that it is largely supplied with its facilities through the railroads 
that serve the port. The B. & O. Railroad has about half of the 
piers and other waterfront facilities at the port of Baltimore. Ow 
investment there is about $60 million. 

For that reason and with that substantial investment we are very, 
very much interested in this proposed inprovement to the Chesapeake 
ind Delaware Canal. The commodities of principal interest to us 
that would move to a deeper canal are the iron ore, which you hav: 
heard of in detail, and the coal traffic. At the present time the port 
yf ora is at a substantial Se in serving the coal-con 
suming areas of New England bec: use of the circuitous route neces 
sary around the capes to bring the ships up to the New England area 
Actually three great sections of the country will benefit through th 
improvement to the Chesapeake and Delaw: are Canal herein proposed : 
The large new coalfields in central West Virginia would have thei 
coal become available to the New England area, Baltimore would bene 
fit, and New England would have a new source for high-grade coa| 
for their industries. 

The ore business is of interest to us because in the past few years 
we have constructed a $5 million ore port for the handling of off- 
shore ore. I believe you are all acquainted with the need of the 
steel industry to develop and augment their ore supplies through 
offshore purchases, At the present time the Scandinavian countries 
are large contributors of ore. The ships bringing that ore into Balti 
more are at a disadvantage because they must go down to the cape 
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and come around in order to reach our port. The ore rates inland 
from Baltimore are the lowest in the country. They can reach the 
steel-producing areas through the port of Baltimore cheaper than 
from any other place. 

Gentlemen, I will present my prepared statement to enlarge on those 
points I mentioned and will be happy to answer any questions, if you 
have any. 

Mr. Mack. Are there any questions by members of the committee? 

Mr. Faxon. I do not have any questions, but I want to say again 
in my experience on this committee it is the first time the railroads 
have come in in favor of a waterway transportation system. 

Mr. Scupper. Does the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad cross the canal ? 

Mr. Sranton. No, sir. We do not. 

Mr. Scupper. Maybe that is the reason. 

Mr. Stranon. Seriously, I do not believe the railroads have any 
objection to the plan submitted by the Corps of Engineers for the 

crossing of the canal. 

Mr. Scupper. One of the objections I can see in the project—and 
maybe this is not a logical objective—who is going to pay the cost 
of constructing the highway and railroad bridges across this enlarged 
canal ¢ 

Mr. Fatnon. The railroad that does cross the canal has no objection. 

Mr. Sranron. Also, I can state the railroad crossing the canal is in 
no way competitive with the water transportation. 

Mr. Becker. Does the railroad handle the transshipping of the 
waterborne commerce ? 

Mr. Sranron. Yes, sir. I would say that the Baltimore & Ohio 
piers -have approximately half of the tonnage that moves through 
the port of Baltimore. 

Mr. Becker. Then you have a substantial interest. 

Mr. Sranton. Yes. And as I say, our investment is about $60 
million, and it is growing every year, in new facilities to handle the 
land end of the haul of these cargoes coming in by ship. 

Mr. Becker. I have no objection to your interests. I think it is 
perfectly sound. 

Mr. Neat. Are you very much interested in devising some means 
whereby you can deliver coal from West Virginia to New England at 
costs that will¢ ompete with imported oil ? 

Mr. Stanton. That is quite a lengthy story. There is quite a con- 
troversy now on the advantages of ‘fuel oil over gas and in competi- 
tion with coal. I believe many of the fuel experts can tell you that 
coal is making a very substantial comeback because of the fact that 
supplies seem to be unlimited. The Baltimore & Ohio is very much 
interested and by no means is abandoning the market for fuel to the 
offshore oil and gas interests. We think coal will be an important 
commodity in that seetion. 

Mr. Neau. Our committee last year visited any number of the New 
England coast ports. I was very much interested to know that they 
still do use so much West Virginia coal, and prefer it above most 
others. 

Mr. Srantron. That is right. And the valley coal field that the 
Baltimore & Ohio developed in the past few years offers a great new 
source of coal to those people, and it is the type of coal they are very 
much interested in obtaining. 


39263—54—-vol. 1———_57 





884 RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


Mr. Mack. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Mack. If not, we thank you for your testimony, Mr. Stanton. 

Is Mr. Lynch here? 

Mr. Lynenu. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Lynch, we are called to the House now. I under- 
stand you are from Philadelphia and might want to return home. 
The furthest we could go this morning would be to grant you per- 
mission to have your remarks inserted in the record. If you care 
to testify, the chairman of the committee, Mr. Angell, said he will 
endeavor to secure permission of the House to meet this afternoon, 
starting at 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Lynen. I will be back this afternoon, if you wish. 

Mr. Mack. Fine. The committee will stand adjourned until 2 
o'clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m. the committee recessed until 2 p. n 
of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. AnceLL. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Fallon, you may call your next witness, please. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. John Kronau. Mr. Kronau, would you give the 
reporter your full name and title, please ¢ 


STATEMENT OF JOHN KRONAU, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF 
BALTIMORE COMMISSION 


Mr. Kronav. John M. Kronau, chairman of the Board of Balti- 
more Commission. I represent the Board of Baltimore Commission, a 
seven-member commission appointed by the mayor, composed of a 
steamship trade association, a trucking association, the Federation of 
Labor, and the engineer for the city of Baltimore, etc. 

We have $60 million in a revolving fund voted by the taxpayers in 
reference to the loaning of money to clients to be amortized and self- 
liquidated over a 20- to 30-year period. We are promoting the port 
of Baltimore and the interests adjacent to it. 

I am here today to state that we do have be fore the c omission proj- 
ects of the size of $15 million and also $3 500,000, and $3 million 
project, and tentative projects of approxim: itely $ 5 million more. We 
find from a survey that if this canal should be widened and the chan- 
nel deepened to 35 feet, it would definitely mean that our port develop- 
ment commission in Baltimore would extend itself in its capacity to 
loan money to promote industry. This industry would be a backwash 
into Ohio and Virginia, etc., that would lead to the facilities that 
would be promoted by this port commission. We feel as a body that 
we are for this project 100 percent. We feel it not only will serve the 
port of Baltimore, but the port of Philadelphia, and will promote the 
interests of those ports and improve and protect our merchant marine. 

I hope I have not taken up too much time of your committee, Mr. 
Chairman, but I would like to state in finishing that our Port De- 
velopment Commission of Baltimore is fully and wholly for this 
project. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you. Are there any questions by members of 
the committee? Mr. Fallon. 
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Mr. Fation. Mr. Kronau, the commission that you are the head of 
s for the development of the port of Baltimore? 

Mr. Kronav. Yes, Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Faxtion. Could you tell us does your commission have in ex- 
istence any plans for the future in regard to the amount of money that 
will be spent and the amount already spent ? 

Mr. Kronav. What we have spent is a project at Fort Covington 
that cost $9 million, and a project for $3,500,000, and a proposed 
project for $5 million. We have a $3,500,000 tentative project await- 
ng the commission’s approval, and additional facilities at Fort Cov- 
ngton—the Western Maryland Railway. The port and terminal com- 
mission would be a project of $15 million, consisting of loading and 
inloading facilities, and storage areas, and track facilities. 

Mr. Fation. Where do you get your funds? 

Mr. Kronav. They are voted by the taxpayers into a fund that 
must be amortized over a 20- to 30-year period, 

Mr. Faxon. Is there any Federal-aid money in that ? 

Mr. Kronav. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Ancevi. Are there any questions on my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. AnGett. If not, we thank you, sir. 

Call your next witness, Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. Anceiy. Mr. Lynch, the committee will be glad to hear you, 
sir. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED LYNCH, SECRETARY OF THE JOINT 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOP- 
MENT OF THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AREA 


Mr. Lynen. Mr. Chairman, my name is Alfred Lynch. I am sec- 
retary of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement antl 
Development of the Delaware River Port Area. This committee is 
composed of 17 member organizations, and its purpose is indicated 
in its title. 

In matters pertaining to the improvement of anchorage, channel 
and harbor facilities within the port area it expresses the views of the 
maritime and commercial interests of the Delaware River ports. 
The committee is and has been cognizant of the importance of the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal both from a ship operators’ and 
shippers’ viewpoint; and also from the standpoint of national defense 

We have consistently over the years urged upon the Army engineers, 
including the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, to improve 
the waterway in order that modern vessels fully loaded may safely 
and expeditiously navigate this canal. 

It might be of interest to state that during 1951 in comparison with 
1946, the net ton cargoes carried over the canal showed an increase of 
approximately 133 percent. 

The joint executive committee therefore respectfully requests that 
the improvement of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal as recom- 
mended by the United States Army engineers, be approved by your 
committee and submitted to Congress with a favorable recommenda- 
tion, 
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Mr. Anceit. We thank you, sir. Are there any questions from 
members of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anceti. We thank you, Mr. Lynch. 

Is Mr. Frank Campbell, president of the Delaware River Pilots 
Association, here / 

{ No response. ) 

Mr. Ancett. Mr. D. W. Frey, assistant chief engineer, Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancewi. If not, is Capt. John S. Delano of the American Pilots 
Association here ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ancreuy. The Chair has a statement here from the Honorable 
Samuel N. Friedel, Member of Congress from the Seventh District of 
Maryland, and without objection that will be put in the record at this 
point. 


(The statement referred to is as follows 33 


MENT OF Hon. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SEVENTH Distri 
MARYLAND 


BALTIMORE HARBOR ND CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT 


In this hearing I do not need to cite statistics demonstrating the high rank of 
the port of Baltimore or its contributions to the welfare of the city, State, 
and Nation. But I do believe it is necessary to emphasize how important it is 
that every feasible step be taken to improve the harbor and channel facilities 
serving this great port, for it has not yet realized the full potential of which 
it is capable. 

A real need exists for the deepening and widening of Baltimore Harbor and its 
connecting channels so that the larger vessels may be accommodated efficiently 
and without delay. It is well known that tankships for petroleum and bulk 
carriers of ores are increasing in size and draft and apparently such develop 
ments will continue. With the trend toward larger ships and deeper drafts, the 
present dimensions of Baltimore Harbor and channels are not adequate and 
will become progressively less so for the future. The Nation cannot afford to 
have this essential facility stand still or fall behind while the demands upon 
t continue to move ahead 

Particularly is there need to press ahead as rapidly as possible with inter 
connecting channels of adequate depth joining the ports of Baltimore and 
Philadelphia. This would be a great accomplishment, providing a deep inland 
connection by direct water route and saving the long movement by way of 
Norfolk. Most important of all, it would be a protected passage for waterborne 
commerce of great value for defenst Chere has been much talk, not so well 
founded, of the defense value of the projected St. Lawrence seaway. The 
Baltimore-Philadelphia interconnecting project, with a very modest expenditure 
by comparison, will provide a facility of genuine value to the national defenses 
Its merits should be thoroughly examined without delay; for the decision to 
proceed can come none too soon 


Mr. Fation. I would like to ask unanimous consent of the commit- 
tee that a statement from Congressman Garmatz of Maryland be put 
into the record at this point. 

Mr. AnceLL. Without objection, that permission is granted. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as the major portion of the 
Baltimore harbor is in my district and its activities are of vital importance to 
the economy of Baltimore and the State of Maryland, I am very much inter 


ested in the proposed program recommended for enlargement of the Chesapeake 
and Delaware Canal. The completion of this work would greatly affect the 
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volume of shipping through the port of Baltimore, now the second largest port 
on the east coast 

In the past, many of the larger ships have bypassed Baltimore because the 
canal has not been of sufficient width and depth to enable them to use it. To 
have availed themselves of the facilities offered by the port of Baltimore, would 
have entailed many additional miles of travel. For example, the use of the 
canal would reduce the travel distance from Baltimore to New York or New 
England ports by 150 miles, and between Baltimore and many European ports 
by 115 miles, saving sailing time and operational costs. This difficulty would be 
eliminated by the widening and deepening of the canal, and the replacement 
of movable-span bridges with high-level, fixed structures. é 

During the war, the canal was of great value to the Nation as part of the in- 
land waterway, enabling the ships to avoid the ocean hazard from enemy sub- 
marines between Chesapeake Bay and the Delaware Bay entrances, thus re 
ducing the amount of convoying required. In 1942 the canal accommodated 
924 trips by naval vessels, mostly Coast Guard and auxiliary naval craft. The 
proposed improvements would increase its value and potentiality should there 
be another emergency, permitting vessels to avoid the ocean route. 

Improving the canal by increasing the depth to 35 feet and the width to 450 
feet, would permit two-way day-and-night traffic by large vessels, and on the basis 
of past traftic which has used the canal, and which, incidentally, far exceeded all 
expectations, there is every reason to believe that future traffic would avail it- 
self of the use of the canal to the greatest extent the canal will permit. 

Since the canal benefits pertain to general commerce and national defense, it 
s my sincere belief that the cost of these improvements should be borne by the 
Government. Therefore, I earnestly urge that the committee approve the reconr 
mendations of the Army engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 


Mr. AnGcetL. We have three additional witnesses—Mr. Hoff, Mr. 
Henry, and Mr. Jeanes. Mr. Hoff. 


STATEMENT OF CLAYTON M. HOFF, CONSULTANT, UPPER CHESA- 
PEAKE WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, WILMINGTON, DEL. 


Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Clayton M. Hoff. I represent the Upper Chesapeake Watershed 
Association, Inc., of Elkton, Md., with offices also in Wilmington, Del. 

The Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association is a private, non- 
profit, educational organization with the objectives of restoring, con- 
serving, and improving the natural assets of the upper Chesapeake 
Bay. The purpose for which the corporation was formed is, as stated 
in the articles of incorporation, as follows: 

To promote the restoration and conservation of the natural.resources of the 
upper Chesapeake watershed and to eliminate and prevent the pollution of the 
vaters thereof by scientific research and by means of educational programs, 
projects, and advisory services. 

The area known as the upper Chesapeake, as defined by this asso- 
ciation, is a drainage area of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries 
north of Howell Point, just south of the Sassafrass River, including 
a considerable portion of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and 
the Susquehanna River as far upstream as the Conowingo Dam. This 
comprises an area of about 1,040 square miles. 

The people represented by the Upper Chesapeake Watershed Asso- 
ciation are those living in or interested in this area. Of these, approxi- 
mately 400 are active, supporting members of the Upper Chesapeake 
Watershed Association. 

More specifically, the objectives of this association are: 

(1) The reduction of pollution from industrial wastes, sewage 
wastes, and silt. 
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(2) The elimination of trash, rubbish, and garbage dumping along 
the highways, waterways, and in the waterways themselves. 

(3) The protection and improvement of wildlife, fish, game, and 
shellfish, both for commercial and recreational purposes. 

(4) The protection of existing recreational facilities and improve- 
ment of the recreational potentialities of this area for the future, as 
pertains to both land and water facilities, but particularly as to water 
facilities in the manner of swimming, boating, fishing, hunting, and 
other forms of recreation pec uliar to this area. 

Attaining these objectives involves the program of pollution reduc- 
tion and prevention of future pollution through wise application of 
our existing State and Federal laws and enactment of additional legis 
lation if our present proves inadequate; the promotion of better habi 
tat and food supply for wildlife, fish, and game through intelligent 
land and water use, employing the assistance of the existing State, 
Federal, and local agencies; the reduction of the siltation of the upper 
Chesapeake Bay and tributaries through a soil conservation and land 
management program, utilizing the services of the Agricultural Ex 
tension Service, the Soil Conservation Service, and soil conservatio1 
districts and other appropriate agencies. 

It is in connection with these obj yjectives that the Upper Chesapeake 
Watershed Association is most concerned about the effects of the 
widening and deepening of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and 
the Elk River Channel. 

The Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association, having made no 
independent survey, 1s not in a position to approve or disapprove the 
proposed widening, deepening, and straightening of the Chesapeake 
and Delaware Canal and the Elk River Channel. It is assuming that 
adequate surveys have been made by competent agencies and that the 
benefits to be derived justify the cost of this project. 

It does, however, concern itself with the effect that this project 
may have, directly or indirectly, upon our ground water supplies, the 
recreational facilities of this area, the wildlife habitat, the fish and 
shellfish production, the further pollution of the waters of the uppe1 
Chesapeake Bay, and the hazards which may be introduced into the 
recreational use of this area, particularly as pertains to the operation 
of small watercraft. 

The U ppe r Chesapeake Watershed Association urges that: 

First, a preliminary series of surveys be made to ascertain what 
damage si accrue and how it can best be averted. 

Second, that the operations, once underway, be carefully con- 
trolled and supervised to assure that the program outlined as neces- 
sary in the preliminary surveys be carried out. 

Third, that steps be taken currently to insure adequate control 
of the use of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and the waters of 
the Elk River, which control certainly will be more necessary and 
important after the proposed improvements are completed. 

Our geologists tell us that there are numerous aquifers underlying 
the present Chesapeake-Delaware Canal which decline from a north- 
westerly to a southeasterly direction and are important in carrying 
fresh water to areas south of the C hesapeake-Delaware Canal, which 
fresh waters are becoming increasingly important in supplying do- 
mestic water supply, water for agricultural irrigation, and increas- 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 889 


ingly important for industrial use, as industry tends to expand into 
this area. 

Some of these aquifers lie close to the present depth of the Chesa- 
peake-Delaware Canal, and it is requested that.a survey be made prior 
to approving any definite engineering plans for ‘the deepening, 
straightening, or widening of the C hesapeake-Delaware Canal by the 
United States Geological Survey or the geological surveys of the 
States of Delaware and Maryland in order that we may be assured 
that our aquifiers will not be opened up to salt-water intrusion and 
the fresh-water supplies of the area lying south of the Chesapeake- 
Delaware Canal be destroyed. 

The destruction or deterioration of recreational values by the pro- 
posed work in the Chesapeake-Delaware Canal and adjoining water- 
ways may take many forms: 

(1) The deposition of silt as has already taken place in previous 
operations by dredges may occur in such areas “. to be extremely 
detrimental to the use of this area by sailing craft, as the depth of 
some areas has been made so shallow that it is impossible to operate 
many types of craft without grounding them, particularly at low tide. 
This app: re is the result of direct depositing of silt by the dredges 
in some areas, and in other areas there is apparently an indirect result 
of silt either from the deposits of dredges or that washing by cur- 
rents from the Chesapeake-Delaware Canal depositing in such amounts 
as to render the use of small sailing craft, small cruisers, and so forth, 
impossible or precarious at low tide. 

(2) The discharge of silt from dredging in some areas would 
destroy the marshes which are essential for the habitat of all types 
of waterfowl which have provided not only tremendous recreation, 
but substantial income to this area. 

(3) The deposition of silt by dredges in some areas may destroy 
harbors and anchorage which are essential for the further develop- 
ment of the recreational uses of this area. 

(4) The improvement of the Delaware-Chesapeake Canal may so 
affect the flow of water to and from this canal that the current thereof 
may be of such velocity as to transmit appreciable quantities of silt 
to certain parts of the Elk River and vicinity, which again would 
reduce the recreational value of this area for water sports. 

(5) The dredging operations in the Chesapeake-Delaware Canal 
ind in the channel in the Elk River uddeubtedty: will produce as they 
have in the past such a turbidity of the waters of this area that the 
suspended sediment renders the use of this water for swimming, water 
sports, and many other uses very objectionable. 

(6) The suspended sediment created by these operations, and that 
resulting from future operation of the enlarged canal, may be very 
detrimental to the fish, shellfish, and oyster industry, as we have 
already seen from the tremendous decline in the shad-fishing industry. 

(7) The widening and deepening of the Chesapeake-Delaware 

Canal may introduce additional quantities of salt water which may 
affect the recreational use of this area as well as adversely change the 
habitat for fish, wildlife, and game. 

It is therefore urged that pr ior to the time the plans are approved 
a thorough survey be made of all these conditions by the appropriate 
agencies, such as the United States Geological Survey, the United 
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States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of Conservation of 
Maryland, and other interested and appropriate agencies and organi- 
zations that have specialized in one or more of these fields. 

It is also urged that insofar as possible the previously established 
«pillage basins be used for discharging material which is dredged 
from the Chesapeake-Delaware Canal and the channel in the Elk 
River, and that in addition to securing the approval of the private 
landowners, the interest of the entire community be considered and the 
advice of the various agencies be secured in selecting any additional 
site for spillage areas. 

The Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association asks that steps be 
taken now to prepare and institute a system of control of the use 
of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and the channel to the Elk 
River in order that the use of these waterways be not detrimental 
to the recreational and other interests of this area. 

When we speak of recreational use, we are not just speaking of en- 
joyment and fun, but of dollars-and-cents income to this area, for 
recreation is a big business in the Chesapeake Bay. 

Two factors in particular have not even in the past been satisfac- 
torily controlled. One is that of discharge of oil, both in the canal 
and in the Elk River, and the other the speed of the vessels using 
these waterways, both of which have been very detrimental to safety 
and the use of the water. 

Heavy oil frequently and repeatedly discharged from craft either 
traveling through these channels or anchored awaiting passage 
through the canal have rendered useless for many weeks some of our 
beaches used for swimming: has damaged and caused untold expense 
and labor in the cleaning of this oil from thousands of sailing and 
cruising craft using these waters; has penetrated our marshes, the 
feeding and breeding places for many species of our waterfowl which 
in the past have made this area one of the country’s best hunting 
places, with the result that thousands of waterfowl have been de- 
stroyed and the sport of hunting reduced to the minimum, depriving 
this area of much of its recreational value and concurrent income. 
This condition will undoubtedly become worse with the increased 
use of these waterways, unless adequate control, supervision and 
prosecution of offenders is put into effect. 

The high speeds of the large vessels using these waterways (and 
they have been determined to be above 20 miles per hour at times), 
results in a very abnormal wake of the vessel, the height of the waves 
of which damage small craft, endanger the occupants as well as those 
using our bathing beaches, and also undermine the shores of many 
parts of the bay, causing severe bank erosion, disturb the natural 
vegetation in these areas, so that they are unsuitable for the spawning 
grounds of fish or the habitat or feeding grounds or refuges for many 
species of waterfowl] and shore birds. 

The propellers of these vessels traveling at high speed also appear 
to churn up the bottom, causing a very objectionable turbidity, the 
suspended sediments of which are detrimental to recreational values 
of this area. 

It is anticipated that with the enlargement of these waterways 
more of our vessels will travel at higher speed, causing increasing]y 
greater damage unless greater control and adequate supervision is 
exercised. 
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The Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association urges that steps be 
taken now to institute appropriate rules and regulations and provide 
some type of organization adequate to patrol these waterways and 
with powers to enforce the ¢ appropriate regulations. 

The upper Chesapeake Bay is one of the most beautiful and valu- 
able recreational areas in the United States. Adequate fresh water of 
high quality has existed in the past, providing the basic requirements 
for such recreation as hunting, fishing, boating, swimming, ete. In 
addition to this, wooded hills rise gently on both sides of most of the 
arms of the Chesapeake Bay. Many coves, harbors, points, and 
streams create a very long shoreline and an ever-changing view up 
and down the river. There are many permanent homes, summer 
cottages, public bathing beaches, small boat anchorages, a large State 
park, numerous private docks, all attesting the use of this river for 
recreational purposes. In addition, there are dozens of camps that 
serve not only for recreational purposes, but educational purposes, 
and provide the opportunity for thousands of our youth with the en- 
vironment and experience which, in our opinion, is the best antidote 
for juvenile delinquency, and one of the most constructive means of 
development of good citizens. 

The extent of the use of this area for recreational purposes is indi- 
cated by the number of public, as well as private, bathing beaches on 
the Elk and North East Rivers. Among them are White Crystal 
Beach, White Crystal Beach Manor, Port Hermon, Grove Point, 
Camp Trinity, West View Shores, Pleasure Shores, Hollywood Beach 
State Park, Hack Point, Locust Point, Chesapeake Lodge, Lewis 
Shores, Elk Forest. We have endeavored to ascertain the number 
of bathers entering the waters during the summer and are advised 
by those acquainted with the operation of the public beaches that the 
number would not be less than 500,000. The importance of main- 
taining the recreational use of this area is thus apparent. 

Also, we are in receipt of a letter dated September 30, 1953, from 
Joseph F. Kaylor, director of the Department of Forests and Parks 
in the State of Maryland, which department has jurisdiction over 
Elk Neck State Park, which maintains a beach on the Elk River. Mr. 
Kaylor states that the park had an attendance last year of 32,050 visi- 
tors and that practically all of those persons used the bathing facilities. 

Even with this extensive use of this area, the recreational potential 
has not yet been fully developed, for many large, beautiful, and pro- 
ductive farms are still in agricultural operation along the shores of 
the upper Chesapeake. These, we believe, as the industrial expansion 
in many other areas increases, and as our population increases, and as 
the demand for recreational areas becomes greater, will be mera as 
agriculture lands and converted, in part at “least, to recreational area 

This more intensive use and potential increased value of these area 
will not exist if the quality of the water is destroyed by indiscrimin: te 
handling of silt and the use of this water rendered dangerous by im- 
proper control of the large vessels using dredged waterways. 

The shores along the Elk, Bohemia, North East and other rivers are 
occupied principally by large residential properties established there 
because of the recreational uses of the rivers, particularly that of 
bathing. Should they be regarded as unfit for such use, the loss in 
property values and tax revenue will be enormous. A survey of the 
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assessed values of the properties bounding the Elk River between 
Turkey Point and Elkton, the Bohemia River, and the north side of the 
Sassafras River shows a total amount of approximately $3,250,000. 
This is to be compared with the total assessed value of the town of 
Elkton of $5,438,000, and of all of Cecil County of $39,500,000. 

As stated in our introductory paragraph, we of the Upper Chesa- 
peake Watershed Association do not approve or disapprove the pro- 
posed project involving the Chesapeake-Delaware Canal and the 
waterways in the Elk River on an economic basis. as we assume ade 
quate surveys by competent agencies have justified this paula 

On the other hand, we are opposed to a program which wi destroy 
the natural assets, the health and welfare, the recreational values, the 
unique beauty, the wildlife, fish, game, and shellfish habitat, and the 
economic value of this area known as the upper Chesapeake. 

We are opposed to this program unless we have assurance: 

That preliminary surveys will be made by appropriate agencies, 
such as the United States Geological Survey, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Maryland Dep: tment of C onservation, and 
other local agencies and organizations, political or otherwise, in order 
to assure us that these assets will not be destroyed, or to develop the 
type of procedure and operation which will assure their preservation ; 

That appropriate supervision be given at all times of the operations 
involved in the widening and deepening of these waterways, so that 
the plans and programs as outlined by the various agencies mentioned 
in the previous paragraph will be properly carried out; 

That the use of these waterways will be controlled in such a manner 
as will not be detrimental to the interests of those who use or live in 
the area known as the upper Chesapeake. 

Mr. Ancety., Thank you very much for your excellent presentation, 
Mr. Hoff. 

Mr. Warsurton. May I say for the record, I am sorry I was unable 
to be present earlier to introduce Mr. Hoff to you. He is a constituent 
of mine and his reputation and record in conservation are indicated 
by the tremendous work he has done in the valley. 

Mr. Anocett. Thank you. We are very glad to hear that. 

Mr. Henry, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD HENRY, NORTH EAST, MD., PRESIDENT 
OF THE UPPER CHESAPEAKE WATERSHED ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Henry. Mr. Chairman, I am H. G. Henry of North East, Md. I 
am here to represent myself as well as a group of individual people, 
although I heartily endorse the Upper Chesapeake Watershed Associa- 
tion, of which I am president, and for which I have done a lot of work. 

I happen to have a farm lying on the Elk River opposite Town 
Point at the point where the “ships anchor. I live closer than any- 
body here to the shore and to the channel, and I am more closely 
affected, probably, than anybody in this room. 

I am in favor of the shipping and we are in favor of improving the 
ports of Baltimore and Philadelphia and our economic situation. All 
we ask is that those who do these improvements are aware of the great 
natural resources which we have in this area. 

I would like to point out that we have about 14 miles of canal which 
ends at Chesapeake City and which does not show on this map. After 
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Chesapeake City we have 3 or 4 miles of Back Creek, and then we 
have the Elk River. Please do not confuse the Elk River, which is 
beautiful farmland and recreational land and swimming land, with 
a muddy-bank canal. I just feel very strongly on that and it has 
not been fully recognized here, I think. 

I have a mile and a half of frontage on the Elk River and my farm 
is 600 acres. We have a dairy and have our taxation based on acreage. 
But gentlemen, around my front footage they take a steel tape and I 
am taxed on the front footage I own on the Elk River, because they 
consider it so valuable. 

A good many years ago Capt. John Smith came up there and he 
described it. It is still beautiful. Fourteen miles away, over in the 
Delaware Bay, we can see what is happening. We can see what has 
happened up the bay on the Delaware River. They are spending mil- 
lions of dollars to try to bring it back to where we are right now. We 
are trying to keep our river as it is and we are trying to ask your 
aid in not despoiling it any more than is necessary. 

We are asking that the speed of these ships that go through be prop- 
erly controlled. We do not know how this is done or who does it. 
We telephone our complaints to the tugboat people at Town Point 
Station, belonging to the Army engineers. Ships dump ballast and 1 
ship in 30 ove rspeeds. It does a huge amount of damage. 

Our ducks feed on little aquatic plants as they start to grow. Ifa big 
ship comes through and these plants are washed out, ge ntlemen, there 
goes the ducks’ food. 

Gentlemen, as a child I could look down in 6 feet of water and see 
the black bass and sunfish. I was down at the river last night and in 
3 inches of water I couldn’t see the midgies. It is unfortunate, but 
it has to happen. However, all we ask is that it be done with the 
least possible harm. 

I have seen a report from the Secretary of the Interior dated May 29 
which was written, I believe, to the Army engineers. It spoke of the 
Delaware group on conservation being consulted, but did not mention 
the Maryland group. <A large part of this canal and the Elk River is 
in Maryland. I believe two-thirds of the canal approximately is in 
Delaware, but it does involve these two States, and we ask that our 
State be considered. 

All T can say in summing up is that I would like to ask in a respectful 
way that something be put in the bill to safeguard for future genera- 
tions our beautiful countryside. 

Gentlemen, I have been asked by several people that if you all could 
possibly stop by on a weekend sometime, or if an individual or two 
would come up, we would take you for a boat ride any time on any 
day and show you exactly what we are talking about. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anoetz. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Henry, I guess I am about as familiar with the 
waters there as anybody on the committee. 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatiton. And the gentleman who preceded you, Mr. Hoff, i 
very familiar with the waters, too. 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fation. He has a place right near Betterton, which is at the 
mouth of the Elk River, I believe. 
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Some thought had been given to just exactly what you and Mr. 
Hoff testified to personally. I had some inquiries on that and wrote 
a letter to the Department of the Army in this regard. I think I 
showed you the reply I got from them. 

Mr. Henry. And it only included the State of Delaware. 

Mr. Fation. Thatisright. I wantto go further. I come from the 
State of Maryland, and I do think that the upper Chesapeake Bay is 
one of the prettiest bodies of water for recreation places I have seen in 
the country, and it should be kept that way. Certainly, sitting on this 
committee, I am not going to do anything that is going to affect its 
natural beauty. 

Of course, the Army engineers with the Secretary of the Interior 
have guaranteed in this letter that if anything it would be their desire 
to increase the benefits up there. They say in closing the letter 

You may be sure that, if the improvement is authorized, careful consideration 
will be given to these recommendations 

Mr. Henry. Thank you, Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you. 

Mr. Near. I would like to ask a question here. Do the two termini 
of that 14-mile canal have connections with tidewater or salt water? 

Mr. Henry. In the old days the lock was at Chesapeake City and 
there was a lock at Delaware City and a lock in between. In 1932 the 
locks were removed and the water flows between the 2 bays, but the 
heights of the bays are different and the predominant flow is from 

hesapeake Bay into Delaware Bay, about 18 to 20 hours a day on the 
average, unless the Susquehanna has a flood and changes that pattern 
But the two tides are not synchronized. 

Mr. Near. You have tides at either end of that canal? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. And they are continuing tides. Sometimes 
thev will rise together and sometimes in different ways. 

Mr. Anceuy. Is part of it fresh water and part of it salt? 

Mr. Henry. Our water here, and this is my home here, is fresh water 
except in extreme droughts in the summertime. The bass fishing 
along here is excellent. The State gets all of its bass to stock all of its 
ponds throughout Maryland in this area here. I have a man on my 
lace who makes his living seining bass for the State. 

Mr. Ancreti. Is Chesapeake Bay a salt water area ? 

Mr. Henry. From here down it is salt water, but the upper Chesa- 
peake is a large fresh water area. 

Mr. Ance.yi. We thank you, sir. 

Mr. Faxon. Instead of putting this letter in the record I want to 
read for the benefit of several members who might not have a chance 
to read it after it is put into the record, what it says: 

JUNE 8, 1954. 


Hon. Grorce H. FALion, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DeaR Mr. Fatton: Further reference is made to vour recent letter, with i! 
sed letter dated May 6, 1954, from Mr. J. Fred Rausch concerning the possible 
effect of the recommended deepening and widening of the Chesapeake and Dela 
are Canal on pollution of Chesapeake Bay and on fish and waterfowl. I wish 
» furnish the following information on the matter. 
Tidal flows are such that the existing canal returns more water to the Dela 
are River than it draws from it, and there is no reason to believe that this con 
tion would be reversed if the canal is widened and deepened. It is believed 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 895 


that the proposed improvement will have no adverse effect on the quality of 
water in Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers recommending widening and deepening 
of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal was transmitted to Congress by the Sec- 
retary of the Army on May 13, 1954. The report had been referred to the De 
partment of the Interior in accoradnce with Public Law 732, 79th Congress, 2d 
session, an act to promote the conservation of wildlife, fish, and game and for 
other purposes. In his comments on the report, the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior noted that a general plan for wildlife management on lands amounting 
to some 5,700 acres along the canal, was adopted in October 1950 by the Secre 
tary of the Army, the Acting Secretary of the Interior, and the President of the 
Delaware Board of Game and Fish Commissioners. The Assistant Secretary 
proposed that the Corps confer with the Delaware board on spoil disposal areas 
with a view toward locating them where it would be least harmful to wildlife 
and possibly be of benefit to the habitat. You may be sure that, if the improve- 
ment is authorized, careful consideration will be given to these recommendations 

The inclosure with your letter is returned herewith. It is trusted that this 
information is satisfactory for your present needs. I shall be pleased to furnish 
any additional information you may desire on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
[s] E. C, ITscHNER. 
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works 


Mr. Anceiyi. Thank you, Mr. Fallon. 
The last witness is Mr. Jeanes. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. 
Jeanes. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. JEANES, VILLANOVA, PA. 


Mr. Jeanes. Mr. Chairman, my name is William W. Jeanes and I 
live at Villanova, Pa. With your permission I would like to hand 


in a statement for the record. 
Mr. ANGELL. It will be received. 
Mr. Jeanes. And I would like to make several comments. 
(The statement of Mr. Jeanes is as follows:) 


The proposed widening and deepening of the Chesapeake & Delaware Canal 
affects one of the most beautiful areas in the United States—the Elk River 
from Turkey Point to Welchs Point. Unlike much of the Eastern Shore, hils 
rise gently on both sides of this mile-wide river—on the western side several 
exceed 300 feet. Numerous harbors, points, and streams create a very long 
shoreline and an ever-changing view up and down the river. This long shore 
line affords numerous splendid sites for houses. The river’s edge is dotted in 
some spots with cottages and cottage developments; in others, fields or wood- 
lands reach down to the water’s edge or to high bluffs. There are public 
bathing beaches, small-boat anchorages, a large State park, several camps, 
and a number of private docks and diving floats, attesting the use of this river 
for recreation. The water is fresh except in times of drought when it is slightly 
brackish, and according to test and experience is safe for swimming. On summer 
weekends especially, the water of the Elk is enjoyed by thousands of bathers, 
for at no season of the year are sea nettles, the bane of the Chesapeake farther 
south, in evidence. There are scores of yachts plying back and forth, and a 
great number of rowboats, sailboats, and outboards. 

The .upper Chesapeake is the largest readily accessible and relatively un 
spoiled area on the middle Atlantic seaboard providing fresh-water recreation. 
Thousands of people from the Philadelphia metropolitan area including Chester, 
make the easy 2-hour trip by car to its shores. Hundreds come from Lancaster, 
Reading, and other points equally convenient. Wilmington and Newark, Del.. 
are within daily commuting distance. 

Yet the recreational potential of this area has not been fully developed. Farms 
continue to dominate the shoreline and as farms they have produced well enough, 
or owners have been sufficiently affluent so there has been no intensive pres 
sure to subdivide. As waterfront property becomes scarcer, as people again 
have time for recreation, as taxation increases, pressure leading to the breaking 
up of these farms to a more intensive use monnts. Few can be expected to 
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survive for much more than another generation. All these farms form part of 
the most valuable land resources of the people in Maryland, eastern Pennsyl- 
vania, Delaware, and New Jersey so long as their usefulness for recreation is 
not impaired. 

Many people are deeply attached to the Elk River. Perhaps this appreciation 
of the Elk was most eloquently expressed 300 years ago by Augustine Herman, 
who in payment for surveying Maryland was told by Lord Baltimore he could 
choose throughout all Maryland the location he most desired for a land grant. 
His choice was a few miles up the Bohemia River overlooking the Elk. 

With the development of a larger canal as proposed by H. R. 9520, I fear the 
destruction of the Elk River because I have seen how the Delaware has been 
destroyed. Sewage and industrial wastes caused the major damage, but wave 
action, bilge pumping, ship sewage, and refuse have contributed also. Only 
recently due to the energetic efforts of Senators Duff and Martin, during their 
respective terms of office as Governor of Pennsylvania, has this condition begun 
to be rectified in the Delaware. However, even now, inadequate Federal appro- 
priations for patrolling, division of responsibility between the Army engineers 
and the Coast Guard provide little assurance to those of us on the Elk that our 
river can be kept, as we know it, if added traffic occurs. Then, too, we are 
having difficulties with the existing canal. Already, wave action of ships 
going by has all but eliminated the feasibility of mooring small boats in the Elk 
River below Town Point. Already the water is muddied by the propeller wash 
and the bow and stern waves on the banks, making the water less satisfactory 
for swimming. The wave action from ships is eroding our shores, pulling out 
grass in the shallows. Food for fish and wildlife has been reduced. Both gun 
ning and fishing have been getting poorer and poorer along the Elk in recent 
years. Before the canal was deepened the fishing rights to shore-front property 
were salable readily and sizable catches obtained. Now commercial fishing is 
all but destroyed. 

While in the winter geese and ducks still frequent our waters, and gunning 
blinds are still built along the shores by the hundreds, there is less food in the 
water and as a consequence there has been a noticeable decline in shooting. 

Jecause excessive speed is a main cause of this damage, we should be able to 
get at least partial redress by organized complaints to the Army engineers. But 
I fear what may happen if the enlarged canal, as proposed in House bill H. R. 
9520 should be undertaken without specific safeguards which will not only 
acknowledge the existence of the aforementioned values of the Elk River but 
also will require their protection. 

I therefore urge you to modify the bill, H. R. 9520, as follows: 

1. That there be a clause added to the bill which states: “that in the improve 
ent work and operation of the Delaware and Chesapeake Canal due regard shall 
be given to protecting the shorelines and the wildlife and recreational potential- 
ities of the upper Chesapeake Bay and Elk River.” 

The reason for this request must be apparent in view of my preceding remarks 

2. That the provision for an anchorage basin in the Elk River near Elk Neck 
State Park be removed from the bill, that the Army engineers restudy further the 
location of this basin with the view of placing it where it will interfere less with 
the recreation and wildlife opportunities in the Elk River. 

This request is made because any anchorage basin will be a nuisance. As 
ships start and weigh anchor, an immense amount of mud and sludge is moved 
up by their anchors and whipped up by their propellers, especially when it is 
necessary to change the ships’ direction before reentering the channel. Resi 
dents near the present Town Point anchorage complain that Piney Cove has 
become silted and that water conditions for bathing are being impaired. At 
times oil pollution has occurred. 

Inasmuch as the further deepening of the canal to 40 feet is a possibility, ac 
cording to the Army engineer report, the location of the anchorage should be 
adequate for even larger ships eventually. The proposed location is close to the 
Elk Neck shore. Widening it could only be accomplished by grave imposition 
on the adjacent shoreline property owners. 

It seems almost an affront to place an anchorage so close to the State park 
for many people use this one free, publicly operated beach on the Elk. This park 
was given the State of Maryland by the late William L. Abbott, an eminent 
naturalist and explorer. It is a marvelous wooded area with cabins and picnic 
groves. It provides the kind of recreation and social life which exemplifies the 
Elk River—the idea of family recreation rather than individual recreation. Its 
preservation must be encouraged. 
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An anchorage on the Elk might indicate the use of Cabin John Creek, or por- 
tion thereof, for a dredging dump just as Pearces Creek, several miles to the 
south, was used during the making of the 27-foot channel 17 years ago. Cabin 
john Creek is a beautiful small estuary, a haven for small boats and is, upstream, 
protected from serious wave action from passing ships. In the past few years a 
number of attractive cottages have been built here. 

It would appear that the logical space for an anchorage would be near 
Aberdeen Proving Ground where the shore is not available for recreation and 
where there would be least damage to recreational areas. 

It is suggested that approval of the location of the anchorage be handled in 
a separate bill at a succeeding session of Congress. 

I further urge, though not to be included in the bill: 

(1) That no new dumping areas for dredgings be established in the Elk River. 

Here again the reasons are clear, the Elk is used and will be used even inore 
intensively in the future for recreation. Our marshes, our streams, our low- 
lands are beautiful and productive of wildlife. Here again the restricted area 
of Aberdeen Proving Grounds could serve as a dumping area with minimum 
destruction to recreational areas, 

(2) That the Army engineers and the Coast Guard be required to set a low 
speed for ships using the canal and its approaches. 

(3) That the Army engineers and other governmental agencies concerned be 
directed to make appropriate studies of the effect of the canal and its operation 
on the fish, wildlife, and recreation of the upper Chesapeake Bay, reporting their 
findings to the Congress and the public at yearly intervals. 

The reason for this last proposal is simply to remove from the realm of 
opinion and controversy as much as possible the actual effect of the canal and 
its operation on the fish, wildlife, plantlife, water condition, shoaling, erosion, 
and other appropriate factors so that the Elk River area can be useful to com- 
merce in a way which will harm as little as possible the beauty and charm of 
this most remarkable river. 

Before voting on this bill, I urge you Congressmen to visit this river on a 
weekend and see for yourselves the truth of my remarks. I should be glad 
to participate in the arrangements for such a visit if you will only give me 
the opportunity to do so. 

Mr. Jeanes. I own the property on the Elk River for the last 21 
years, and I know the Elk River quite well from my experiences 
there. I hope some day I can retire down there. 

Mr. Ange. Will you point out on the map where Elk River is? 

Mr. Jeanes. The Elk River is this area here. It goes up to Elk- 
ton here and down to here. It is used by the canal from Welch 
Point down to Turkey Point. 

Mr. ANgext, It is really an extension of the Bay ? 

Mr. Jeanes. Yes. From a historical standpoint it is quite inter- 
esting because General Howe at the time of the Revolution brought 
his troops up here and landed at this point in 1777, and marched up 
and fought the battle of Brandywine, and the battle of Germantown. 
It has been a historically important countryside for a long time. 

Mr. Anceiti. How wide is the water opposite the letter “B” in 
Chesapeake Bay ¢ 

Mr. Jeanes. The water here at this narrow point is probably about 
a mile wide. The water varies pretty much from a mile and a 
half to a mile in width, but this distance here may only be about 7 
miles in length. Actually, the shoreline is tremendous because of 
the fact that there are so many small estuaries and coves. These 
shorelines form ideal sites for cottages and permanent residences of 
many people, 

There is considerable activity in the development of this whole area. 

One of the interesting things in the Army engineers’ report is the 
fact that in order to justify the canal from an economic standpoint it 
was necessary to project the traftic that would be diverted through the 
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canal from the year 1949, on which their study was based, to 2009. 
If we think in terms of what this area will be in the year 2009 from a 
population standpoint we will find, I am quite sure, that the popula- 
tion of this whole area will be enormous, and that this area will serve 
the recreational needs of probably 4 to 5 times as many people as it 
does today. 

So, it is not only a valuable attribute today, but is a valuable attri- 
bute for the future. 

This area here, covered by the U pper ( ‘hesape: ake Bay Associ lé ition, 
is the largest essentially fresh water recreation area in the Middle 
Atlantic States. It should be preserved. I am very much concerned 
about this proposed anchorage here because I own property immedi- 
ately adjacent to it. I have a very close knowledge of this section. 
Direc tly adjacent to the basin is the Elk Neck State Park. It isa State 
park which was given by an eminent scientist about 15 years ago, and 
which is visited by hundreds and hundreds of people annually—32,000, 
as I understand it. I fear with the basin in this location there will be 
considerable silting and perhaps oil pollution to the shores. I am 
wondering whether it would not be possible to relocate this so that 
it is not adjacent to the one section of this whole area which is a public, 
free park. 

There are some specific suggestions I would like to state and ask 
that they be included in the bill, and with your permission I would 
like to read them. They are rather brief. Naturally, 1 support the 
position taken by the Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association of 
which I am a director, but I would like to ask that there be included 
in the bill a specific statement as follows: 

That there be a clause added to the bill which states: 
that in the improvement work and operation of the Delaware & Chesapeake 
Canal due regard shall be given to protecting the shorelines and the wildlife and 
recreational potentialities of the upper Chesapeake Bay and Elk River. 

The reason for this request must be apparent in view of my pre- 
ceding remarks. 

That the provision for an anchorage basin in the Elk River near 

Elk Neck State Park be removed from the bill; that the Army engi- 
neers restudy further the location of this basin with the view of 
placing it where it will interfere less with the recreation and wildlife 
opportunities in the Elk River. 

This request is made because any anchorage basin will be a nuisance. 
\s ships start and weigh anchor, an immense amount of mud and 
sludge is moved up by their anchors and whipped up by their propel- 
lers, especially when it is necessary to change the ship’s direction 
before reentering the channel. Residents near the present Town 
Point anchorage complain that Piney Cove has become silted and that 
water conditions for bathing are being impaired. At times oil pollu- 
tion has occurred. 

Inasmuch as the further deepening of the canal to 40 feet is a pos 
sibility, according to the Army engineers’ report, the location of the 
anchorage should be adequate for even larger ships eventually. The 
proposed location is close to the Elk Neck shore. Widening it could 
only be accomplished by grave imposition on the adjacent shoreline 
property owners. 

It seems almost an affront to place an anchorage so close to the 
State park, for many people use this one free, publicly operated beach 
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on the Elk. This park was given the State of Maryland by the late 
William L. Abbott, an eminent naturalist and explorer. It is a 
marvelous wooded area with cabins and picnic groves. It provides 
the kind of recreation and social life which exemplifies the Elk River— 
the idea of family recreation rather than individual recreation. Its 
preservation must be encouraged. 

An anchorage on the Elk might indicate the use of Cabin John 
Creek, or portion thereof, for a dredging dump just as Pearces Creek, 
several miles to the south, was used during the making of the 27-foot 
channel 17 years ago. Cabin John Creek is a beautiful small estuary, 
a haven for small boats, and is, upstream, protected from serious wave 
action from passing ships. In the past few years a number of attrac- 
tive cottages have been built here. 

It would appear that the logical space for an anchorage would be 
near Aberdeen Proving Ground, where the shore is not available for 
recreation and where there would be least damage to recreational 
areas 

Mr. Fation. Are you reading from the statement that you filed, 
Mr. Jeanes, or is this i in addition ! 

Mr. Jeanes. It is part of it, but I come now to this, which is the 
specific amendments to the bill. I thought I should read these; 
should I not? 

Mr. Faxon. It is all right with me, but I did not want you to read 
a whole statement and file the same statement. 

Mr. Jeanes. I am reading from my statement. 

Mr. Fation. Could you not give us the high points ? 

Mr. Jeanrs. The other thing I would like to say is this: Before 
voting on the bill I wish it were possible for your committee or a 
number of you Congressmen to come to the upper Elk River and we 
would show you the conditions as they exist today. I think it is 
important for you to see what we are talking about. We could arrange 
such a meeting on short notice and show you the conditions we feel 
ought to be preserved. We would be very much interested in taking 
you on such a trip, that were possible. 

Mr. Ancett. Thank you very much, Mr. Jeanes. Are there any 
questions from the members of the committee / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Anoerx. If not, we thank you for your testimony, and I be 
lieve, Mr. Fallon, that — es the testimony. 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to oe. one unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. Anceui. Very well. 

Mr. Fation. That is, I be allowed to extend my remarks following 
the Army engineers. 

Mr. Anceti. That will be permitted. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS W. S. DAVIS, REPRESENTING THE STATE 
OF VIRGINIA PORTS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Davis. My name is Davis. I represent the Virginia State Ports 
Authority, an agency of the State of Virginia. We are not in a posi- 
tion at this time to make a statement either in favor of or in opposi- 
tion to this project. Tomorrow we are having a board of commis- 
sioners meeting in Norfolk which I am attending. We wonder if it 
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might be possible to hold the record open for a possible statement from 
us within the next week or 10 days. 

Mr. Ancett. I have consulted with Mr. Fallon and we will keep 

open a week anyway. 

Mr. Davis. If that is too long a period of time it is entirely pos- 
sible we may be able to notify you on Monday. 

Mr. AnGELL. Without objection, the statement you file with the 
committee will be received and placed in the record. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ancett. That completes the hearing on that subject. 


Porr Royat Sounp ro Beaurort, 8S. C. 


Ance.t. We have one other project on which we have had a 
iearing before. ‘The project to which I refer is the Port Royal Sound 
to Beaufort, S. C., channel dredging and turning basin, House Docu- 
ment 469 of the Slst Congress. 

Mr. Rivers, our colleague, is here, and very much interested in that 
projes t. 

Mr. Rivers, I believe you made a statement before. Do you want 
to add to that at this time? 

Mr. Rivers. I believe 1 would like to have the Corps of Engineers 
testify first. 

Mr. Anceti. Then we will hear from Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Auten. Mr, Chairman, you may recall that at the time this 
project was presented we were unable under the changed conditions 
which then prevailed, to make a recommendation that the project be 
adopte «<l. We asked for time in order further to study the impact of 
the changed conditions and make a report to you with respect to the 
adoption of the project. We have now completed that study which 
the committee requested and the Chief of Engineers has sent a letter 
to the Public Works Committee pointing out that the conditions which 
are anticipated to develop as a result of this project result in a favor- 
able report, with the benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.15. 

The total cost of the project, as previously testified to, was $765,000. 
The full description of the project and the discussion of it was pre- 
sented by Colonel Milne on February 9. 

Mr. Anceti. The Chair has a copy of that letter, dated June 15, 
addressed to the chairman of the committee from General Sturgis. 
Without objection, that will be received and included in the record at 
this point. 

(The letter from the Department of the Army dated June 15, 1954, 
is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, June 15, 1954 
Hon. Grorce A, DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In testifying on February 9, 1954, before the Subcom- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors on the recommendation contained in House Docu- 
ment 469, Sist Congress, 2d session, for a channel from the Atlantic Ocean 
through Port Royal Sound to Port Royal-Beaufort, S. C., the representative of 
the Corps of Engineers stated that certain changes in conditions in the project 
area prevented an endorsement of the improvement at that time, The chairman 
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of the subcommittee requested that further statements be submitted and incorpo- 
rated in the record. I am pleased to offer the following report. 

Review of this project has been required at this time because the Bureau of 
the Budget, in letter dated January 30, 1950, printed in the project document, 
recommended that the construction of the proposed improvement should not 
be undertaken until the proposed expansion of the productive potential of the 
Plywood Plastic Corp., upon which was premised a sizable part of the prospective 
commerce justifying the project, had been realized, or until other developments 
provided satisfactory assurances that the proposed navigation facilities would 
be properly utilized. After submission of the report, it was found that use of 
an improved channel by the Plywood Plastic Corp. would not materialize. 

As noted in the hearing testimony, the South Carolina State Ports Authority 
made a detailed analysis of commodities that would move through the proposed 
channel. The major item of prospective commerce is blackstrap molasses, It 
was estimated by the authority that, within 5 years, approximately 250,000 tons 
annually could be distributed through the port, beginning with 7,500 to 10,000 
tons per month the first year. A lease to this effect is presently being negotiated 
between the ports authority and certain Cuban interests. According to infor- 
mation furnished by the Department of Agriculture the use of blackstrap molas- 
ses for cattle and other livestock feed is rapidly increasing and will continue to 
increase, particularly in corn deficient areas. The South Atlantic seaboard is 
placed in this category. 

A requirement study indicates a possible consumption of blackstrap molasses 
for the South Atlantic coast area tributary to Port Royal of about 1,350,000 tons 
innually based upon the total number of cattle on farms in the year 1950. In 
view of the proposed lease, we estimate that 1244 percent or about 170,000 tons 
per year of this total requirement would move through Port Royal into the 
area with a saving in transportation costs over other ports. A total of 14 repre- 
sentative consuming points were selected in North and South Carolina, Georgia, 
Tennessee, and Virginia, and a comparison of rates from Port Royal with the 
lowest published competitive ports indicates savings ranging from $0.20 to $4.40 
per ton with an average of $0.98 per ton. Applying the average savings per ton 
to the 170,000 tons estimated above, the annual benefits would average $167,000 
from commerce in this commodity. 

Sponsors of the improvement also anticipate movement in deep-draft vessels 
of varying amounts of other commodities. These include 20,000 tons of ferti- 
lizers from European ports, with anticipated savings of $4,200 annually, and 
40,000 tons of lumber with savings of $16,000 annually. 

Benefits to the United States Navy and Marine Corps establishments have not 
been evaluated but would further increase the value of this project. 

The total Federal first cost is estimated at $765,000 based on fall 1953 prices. 
The total annual charges for the improvement are estimated at $163,000 of which 

156,000 will be maintenance dredging. The estimated annual benefits, as shown 
above, total $187,200. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.15. 

Accordingly, after due consideration of information now available, I am 
pleased to confirm the favorable recommendation in the project document for 
improvement of the channel, Port Royal Sound to Beaufort, S. C. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. T. Roprnson, 
(For 8S. D. Sturgis, Jr., major general, Chief of Engineers). 


Mr. Ancetyi. Mr. Rivers, we would be glad to hear from you at this 
time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MENDEL L. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA—Resumed 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, may I say you will recall my first 
appearance in February regarding this project. To implement what 
the Corps of Army Engineers have stated, we have shown you that 
this is a worthwhile project and a beneficial one. Now come the Army 
engineers and sustain the position which we told you would be forth- 
coming from the Army engineers. 
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This project now has the approval of the Army engineers, with a 
henefit-cost ratio of 1.15. 

We again reiterate our former statement that there is no port on 
the eastern seaboard that would be more beneficial both to the military 
and to civilian oceangoing traffic than will be Port Royal. This is one 
project which I again commend to your committee for your favorable 
consideration. 

The Army engineers sustain us in our position, and I want to thank 
vour committee for giving us the opportunity to get the final report 
and the favorable report of the Army engineers. 

Mr. Anceti. Thank you, Mr. Rivers. I believe that concludes the 
hearing and the committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 2:55 p. m. the committee adjourned.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 17, 1954 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Homer D. Angell presiding. 
Mr. Anceii. The committee will come to order. This is the Sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors of the Committee on Public Works. 


CHANNEL From Harreras INuetr To HATrerRAs AND ROLLINSON 
CHANNEL 


The first project we will take up is the channel from Hatteras Inlet 
to Hatteras, and Rollinson Channel, House Document 411 of the 83d 
Congress. I understand that is the one you are interested in, Mr. 
Bonner / 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Anceiyi. We have with us our colleague, Congressman Bonner, 
who is very much interested in this project and I assured him we would 
hear him first, as he has other appointments to keep. 

Mr. Bonner, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT C. BONNER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, Hat- 
teras Harbor is probably the most isolated spot on the Atlantic coast, 
certainly on the coast of North Carolina. It is 40 miles or more across 
from the harbor to the mainland; that is, across Pamlico Sound. The 
harbor is situated just southeast of Cape Hatteras. 

In the area of Hatteras, the fish trawlers from the Chesapeake and 
the inland waters of North Carolina make their largest catches. This 
project is to build a breakwater to protect the small harbor on Cape 
Hatteras. 

In 1944, there was a severe storm at the harbor and a loss to vessels 
of about $25,000, and periodically those storms occur and cause a 
tremendous loss to the fishing fleet. 

The report of the engineers is most favorable and full and goes into 
lengthy detail as to the benefit that the breakwater at Hatteras Harbor 
would provide. 

In addition to that, as set forth in the engineers’ report, the State 
of North Carolina has given to the Federal Government $1 million 
toward the creation of a national seashore park which takes in the 
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area north to Oregon Inlet, about 60 miles north of Hatteras, to and 
including Ocracoke Inlet. This will offer the greatest natural play- 
ground on the Atlantic coast. It will be the only park of its kind in 
America and Hatteras is the only harbor in this park area, excluding 
Ocracoke Harbor, which is on an island about 35 miles south of Hat- 
teras Harbor across Hatteras Inlet. 

Therefore, when this park comes to its full fruition, there will be a 
congregation of pleasure yachts at Hatteras for sport fishing. It is 
now, in addition to commercial fishing, a great place for sport fishing. 

So the small amount of $175,000 will be a trivial expenditure for 
the benefits that will be gained. 

The original request was for a channel from Hatteras Harbor to 
Hatteras Inlet and for the deepening of Rollinson Channel which 
comes down Pamlico Sound into Hatteras Harbor. These two fea- 
tures of the project have been eliminated. I raise no objection to that. 

The major benefit and the most desirable part of the requested 
project is the breakwater which anyone visiting the area and anyone 
familiar with the area will readily understand 1s meritorious in every 
respect. 

In passing, I might say that the only war 7 the vicinity of the 
United States occurred off here in World War I and World War II. 
and the greatest number of sinkings of our fleet were up in the vicinity 
of Cape Hatteras. 

Now at Ocracoke the Navy itself—we had a project before this 
committee which had been approved by the committee, but funds had 
not been appropriated for it, and when those sinkings took place off 
Diamond Shoals and Cape Hatteras, the Navy itself came in here and 
furnished the money to build Ocracoke Harbor, and with the break- 
water at Hatteras and the improvement of the harbor it will greatly 
aid national defense in the protection of our merchant fleet north of 
Ocracoke and in the vicinity of Diamond Shoals and Hatteras. So 
the project does have a threefold benefit and value to the country— 
national defense, protection of commercial interests in fishing and 
yachting, and the increased attractiveness to the national seashore 
park. 

For the benefit of the committee, this map will show you vicinity of 
the projec t. 

(Mr. Bonner explained the map to the committee. ) 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Bonner, we thank you for your clear presentation 
and if vou have nothing further. we will hear Colonel Allen now. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for hearing me. 


STATEMENT OF COL. J. ¥. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Colonel AtLeNn. This project is located here at Hatteras on the small 
vicinity map. The entrance into Pamlico Sound from the Atlantic 
Ocean goes through Hatter: Inlet which, oriented on this map, is 
over here, this [indicating] being the Atlantic Ocean. The fishing 
vessels coming in from the outside have to go through Hatteras around 
Pamlico Sound and into Rollinson Channel to get to the fishing 
facilities at Hatteras. 

The existing project at this location [indicating] provides for a 
6-foot-deep channel 100 feet wide from Pamlico Sound into Hatteras. 
It also provides for a basin 6 feet deep, which has not been completed. 
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The Pamlico Sound Channel is complete and entrance can be had 
now for ships with 6-foot draft through the 6- by 100-foot channel. 

The local interests desire that a channel be dredged from the existing 
channel out to Hatteras Inlet to avoid having to go up around into the 
sound where the water is rough; also to eliminate the time needed to 
get from the fishing grounds into the processing plants. They also 
desire that protection be provided for the hé irbor itself, the wharves 
and landings, in order to avoid the hazard to ships in conditions of 
Lad weather. 

The Chief of Engineers could not recommend the channel as shown 
in blue, but concluded a project which would provide a breakwater 
to the existing project could be economically justified. 

I would like to point out that the commerce in and out of this harbor 
is primarily fishing, with some 5,900 to 6,000 trips in and out annually. 
The plan of improvement recommended would add a breakwater on 
each side of the channel as shown in green. It would take in the 
basin on this side [indicating | and protect the anchorage now included 
in the project. 

The cost of this project is $177,000. The benefit-cost ratio of the 
project is 1.38. 

The project report has been referred to the State of North Carolina 
and it is favorable to the improvement. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report. 

Mr. Mack. What is the local contribution, if any / 

Colonel AtLEN. The local contribution is $2,000 for lands and 
rights-of-way. It is not a cash contribution. 

Mr. ANGELL. If there are no further questions, we thank you, Colo- 
nel. If there is no further evidence to be submitted on this project, 
we will take up next the Bayou Segnette Waterway in Louisiana, 
House Document 415, 83d Congress. 


Bayou SEGNETTE WaTeRWAY, La. 


Mr. Ancety. Colonel, may we have your report on this project? 

Colonel Auten. The report on Bayou Segnette Waterway is sub- 
mitted in accordance with several resolutions of the Rivers and Har- 
bors Committee and the Congress. The document, as yet, has not been 
printed. 

Bayou Segnette Waterway is shown on this map in green. It is an 
undeveloped waterway which is a part of the complex of water ways in 
southern Louisiana. In order to orient you with other Federal proj- 
ects, 1 would like to point out that the route shown at 1 is the inter- 
coastal waterway, with the Algiers lock and harbor permitting en- 
trance into the Mississippi River. This is Bayou Lafourche, shown 
at 2, and 5 is Barataria, which permits exit into the Gulf of 
Mexico. The town of Westwego shown here [indicating] is a fishing 
center primarily for the handling of shellfish from the Gulf of Mexico. 

The only way in which the ships which come from the gulf can get 
up to the large number of processing plants in Westwego, is through 
an undeveloped waterway which has a controlling depth of 2.5 to 3 
feet. Westwego has a number of private wharves and a number of 
processing plants, all of which have been built up on the basis of the 
use of this undeveloped waterway. 
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In 1948, there were some 500 round trips that moved in and out of 
Westwego with their products. The Corps of Engineers spent a very 
small amount of money in clearing and shagging in order to improve 
the condition of the waterway without improving the harbor, and the 
previous 500 round trips, in 1951, increased to 1,520 round trips on the 
basis of this small expenditure for clearing and snagging. 

Local interests are desirous of an improved project which will per- 
mit the use of the waterway under all conditions by the shrimp vessels 
which are now drawing 6 to 7 feet with the present design and con- 
struction. The Chief of Engineers, on the basis of the recommenda- 
tion to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, recommends 
i channel 9 feet deep and 60 feet wide be provided, which would ex- 
tend from the location of Westwego to Lafitte on the intercoastal 
waterway. The cost of such a project to the Federal Government 
would be $548,000 with annual charges of $33,970 and annual benefits 
of $46,400, which would produce a benefit-cost ratio of 1.57. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that dredging be initially to 
9 feet, but recommends that no maintenance be done beyond 6 feet, if 
maintenance is required, until such time as reports now in process for 
the Barataria waterway indicate if the additional depth is necessary. 
There is a preliminary examination and survey now underway to 

show whether or not it is desirable for the 5-foot project to be deepened 
in Barataria Bay. There has been a favorable preliminary examina- 
tion returned on that. 

Mr. Ancett. The project which is recommended involves a cost of 
$584,000. 

Colonel ALLEN. From Lafitte to Westwego:; yes, sir, which is shown 
in green. 

Mr. Anoeti. What the Army engineers are recommending would 
cost $584,000. 

Colonel Atten. That is correct. The local contribution involves 
the furnishing of rights-of-way, disposal areas, and also provides for 
the relocation of pipelines, drainage, and other facilities in the area. 
There are some lines which have to be relocated. 

The cost to the local interests for that work was $64,000. 

The State of Louisiana concurs in the report. The Department of 
the Interior is favorable to the report and the Bureau of the Budget 
has no objection to the submission of the report. 

Mr. Anceti. You say the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to 
the submission of the report. 

Colonel ALLEN. That is correct. 


Brack Rock CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR 


Mr. Anceti. We will next proceed to the consideration of the Black 
Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, N. Y., House Document 423. 

May we have your report on that project, Colonel ? 

Colonel Atten. Tonawanda is located between Buffalo and Niagara 
Falls in the northern tip of Lake Erie, actually in Niagara River 
Buffalo being south and Niagara Falls being north [indicating]. 

I call your attention to the fact this map is oriented with the north 
to your left. Buffalo is here and Niagara Falls is to your left, Niagar: 
River being here [indicating]. 
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The present project for Niagara River provides for a depth of 21 
feet from Buffalo Harbor north terminating in a 21-foot basin here 
[indicating], with 16 feet in Tonawanda Inner Harbor and 16 feet 
in Tonawanda Creek. I would like to point out that this is the western 
terminus of New York Barge Canal at Tonawanda Creek, which is 
not a part of this project. 

The commerce of Black Rock Harbor and Tonawanda Creek aver 
ages about 5 million tons annually, the principal products being coal, 
petroleum, and iron ore. 

The local interests are desirous of improving the facilities of Tona- 
wanda Inner Harbor from a depth of 16 feet in order to accommodate 
21-foot-draft vessels that come up and have to be lightered or un- 
loaded before they can proceed to the terminals, The local interests 
also desire other improvements, such as easing of the bends between 
here and Buffalo [indicating]; improving the lock conditions and 
providing an increased channel width, but the district engineer and 
the Board of Engineers came to the conclusion that, while such 
improvements might be awit they would not be justified as 
economical. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that this project be modified to 
provide for the deepening of the lower 1,500 feet of Tonawanda Inner 
Harbor, which is shown in green, up to a depth of 21 feet in order to 
accommodate vessel: which now can use the approach channels of 
21 feet. 

The local cooperation on this project in addition to providing the 
usual rights-of-way calls for them to maintain suitable depths be- 
tween the project channel and the adjacent terminals, and relocate 
two pipelines, all at a cost of $265,500 to the local interests ; the Fed- 
eral share of this project is $270,000, or a total cost of $535,500. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this arta based entirely on savings in 
transportation costs, amounts to 4.27 to 1. To repeat, the total Federal 
cost 1s $270,000. 

Mr. Anceti. What about the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Colonel Atten. The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the 
submission of this report. The State of New York concurs. 


Neau Bay, Wasnu. 


Mr. Anceti. We will proceed next to the project for Neah Bay, 
Wash., House Document No. 404 of the 83d Congress. 
Will you let us have your report on that, ¢ ‘olonel # 

Colonel ALLEN. Neah Bay is located in the extreme northwest corner 
of chs State of Washington, in the vicinity of Cape Flattery, opposite 
the Strait of Juan de Fuca, which is the entrance into Puget Sound. 

The chief industries of the county and the area around Neah Bay 
are logging and the manufacturing of lumber, shingles, pulp and 
paper, with certain fishing and farming interests. The waterborne 
commerce of this bay averaged more than 115,000 tons during the 5 
year period 1946-50. 

The existing project in Neah Bay provides for the construction of 
a breakwater across this natural indentation from the mainland out to 
Waada Island. That breakwater has been constructed and was con- 
structed in order to provide protection for the natural indentation 
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and the wharves in Neah Bay. Since construction of the breakwater, 
certain erosion has occurred in this vicinity [indicating]. The con- 
struction of the breakwater changed the regimen of the area, the tides 
and winds and drifting sands to a point where considerable erosion 
was experienced in front of the Coast Guard station, the Indian serv- 
ice, and a private wharf. This [exhibiting] is an enlargement of the 
eroded area, this [indicating] being the point of Neah Bay, and mov- 
ing inland here considerable erosion has resulted from the construc 

tion of this breakwater. Material has been eroded from here and 
deposited down along this area [indicating]. The Indian Service, the 
Coast Guard and the Crown Zellerbach Paper Co., have spent some 
funds in constructing a rock revetment to prevent any further erosion 
and it is desirable, from the standpoint primarily of protecting Fed- 
eral property, the Indian service and the Coast Guard—these two 
wharves being Coast Guard wharves [indicating]—to provide some 
form of permanent revetment which would counteract and prevent 
any further erosion. It is felt that by reinforcing the existing revet- 
ment with possible extension to here [indicating] will provide that 
protection which is necessary, in view of the fact that by the time the 
waves arrive here [indicating] their energy will have been dispatched 
and the revetment will reduce the serious effects of erosion. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends the modification of the project 
for Neah Bay to provide for reinforcement of the existing rock revet 
ment, which has been constructed—not as a part of this Federal proj- 
ect—for 1,800 feet west from Baada Point [indicating] with such pos 
sible 200-foot extensions as may be necessary for a total distance of 

200 feet. 

The local cooperation in this is merely one of furnishing rights- 
of-way. I would like to point out that the Crown Zellerbach Corp. 
requested that they be reimbursed for protecting their privately owned 
frontage for the work which they have already done. It is not 
recommended that this be done, in view of the fact it was for the 
protect ion of their own shoreline. 

Mr. Anceti. So, if we approve the project, that would not be 
included ? 

Colonel Atuen. That is not a / ut of the project. 

The cost of this total project, September 1953 price levels, is $139,- 

250 and has a benefit-cost r: atio of 2 2.1. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report. The State of Washington recommends construction as 
proposed. The Interior Department endorses the plan and concurs 
in the recommendations. 

Mr. Ancett. Are there any questions from members of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Mack. Neah Bay is a haven of refuge for small boats operating 
out of Puget Sound and Grays Harbor, is it not ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Neah Bay lies between the two ports. 

Colonel Atten. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to ask permission for my colleague, Con- 
gressman Westland, to insert a statement in the record. 

Mr. Ancett. Without objection, that will be granted. 

(The statement by Representative Jack Westland is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF JACK WESTLAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, IN SUPPORT OF THE PRO- 
POSED MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING PROJECT FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF NEAH 
Lay HARBOR, WASH. 


SUBCOM MITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN: In 1944 the present project at Neah Bay, 
Wash., which lies within my district, was completed at an initial cost of nearly 
$2 million. Annual maintenance costs of $35,000 are authorized, and about 
$200,000 has been spent for that purpose in the last 10 years. 

This existing project has been very useful in the development of the use of 
the harbor but its construction has led to a circumstance that was not and could 
not have been foreseen. The closing of the northerly harbor opening, between the 
mainland and Waadah Island to the east, has apparently changed the direction 
and action of the tides in the area, resulting in serious erosion of the shoreline 
just east of Baada Point and shoaling further inward from the harbor opening. 

Commercial interests and the United States Coast Guard, who are the principal 
users of this section of harbor, have expended over $40,000 in attempting to 
correct this condition and have succeeded in doing so to quite an extent. How 
ever, these interests feel that further expenditures on the project by them is 
economically unfeasible and unwarranted. 

The Corps of Engineers, United States Army, has recommended modification 
of the existing project by strengthening 1,800 feet of existing revetment built by 
the above interests, westward from Baada Point, and by the construction every 
2 vears of 200 feet additional revetment further to the west, until 1,200 feet 
of new revetment is in place. They have testified that this modification ulti- 
mately will return the shoreline to approximately its original position and 
stabilize it there. 

The engineers have presented figures showing a very favorable benefit-to-cost 
ratio for this improvement. I therefore strongly urge that your approval be 
given to the authorization of the construction of this highly desirable and 
necessary project. 


BetLHAveN Harpor, N. C. 


Mr. Anceii. If there are no further witnesses on this project, we 
will proceed to Bellhaven Harbor, N. C., House Document 389 of the 
82d Congress. 

Colonel, will you let us have the report on this project ? 

Colonel Atten. The report on Bellhaven Harbor when originally 
submitted to the committee was a favorable report. It provided 
among other things for certain local cooperation, essentially the re- 
moval of a bridge which would provide access to the anchorage area 
which local interests wanted. At the time of the submission of the 
report in 1952, local interests were agreeable to providing such local 
cooperation. Since the report was submitted, the local interests have 
informed the Chief of Engineers they are not now in a position to 
agree to the terms for local cooperation ; they do not want the bridge 
removed, and our sole purpose In appearing on this project is to point 
out the fact that the report is now unfavorable because of the elimi- 
nation of local interest cooperation which the original report con- 
tained. 

Mr. Ancor. Do the Army engineers report unfavorably on this 
project ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; in view of changed conditions which have 
come about since the original report was printed and submitted to 
the committee. 

Mr. Anceti. What will the project cost? 

Colonel Atten. The project would have cost $25,500. The only 
item of local cooperation was the removal of a bridge, which would 
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have meant that one of their main streets would have been cut. At 
the time of the submission of the original report they were willing to 
do that. They have now indicated their unwillingness to proceed 
with that plan. 

Mr. Anceti. Are we to understand, then, you have reported 
them to that effect ? 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir: we have reported to them to that effect 
and we have had no reply to it. 

Mr. Anceti. And without that bridge removal your report is now 
unfavorable ? 

Colonel Atuen. Yes; but with that cooperation, there would be a 
favorable report. 


Cornucopia Harpor, Wis. 


Mr. Anceii. The next project is Cornucopia Harbor, Wis., House 
Document 434 of the 83d Congress. 

Will you give us a report on this project, Colonel? 

Colonel Auten. Cornucopia Harbor is located on the south shore 
of Lake Superior to the east of Duluth and Superior. It is between 
Port Wing Harbor and Bayfield Harbor, Port Wing being west 17 
miles and Bayfield being east 37 miles. 

The primary requirement for the harbor is one of fishing and small 
craft refuge. The main industry for Cornucopia Harbor is com- 
mercial fishing. It produces the second largest receipt of fish on 
Lake Superior. 

The present project for Cornucopia Harbor was authorized in 1937 
It provides for a 50-foot. wide entrance channel 10 feet deep with | i 
basin 8 feet deep. Local interests have in the past constructed two 
timber breakwaters, this one | indicating] being done under the aus- 
pices of WPA and this one [indicating] having been constructed 
number of years ago by local interests. 

These piers have now fallen into a poor state of maintenance and 
are not performing their function of preventing sand movement in 
this direction [indicating], shoaling up the channel. These piers 
are in poor ocnditton and allowing them to deteriorate would have 
an adverse effect upon the maintenance of the existing project. 

Local interests desire that the United States reconstruct and main- 
tain the entrance piers shown here and here [indicating]. They also 
desire that this pier [indicating] be extended slightly in order that 
the ice which moves from this direction would be deflected around this 
particular pier [indicating] to the east and eliminate the ice jams 
which occur in the throat of the channel now. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends that the project for Cornu- 
copia Harbor be modified to provide for the reconstruction and main- 
tenance of the 2 entrance piers, including an increase of 25 feet in 
the length of the west pier. He further recommends that the westerly 
inner channel shown in green be extended to the same depth and 
width as the existing inner channel. 

The cost of this project is $227,000 of which $220,000 is Federal, 
$7,000 being non-Federal. The annual charges of the project are 
$8,400 with annual benefits of $28,100, 

The benefit-cost ratio is 3.35. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of 
the report. The State of Wisconsin concurs in the recommendations 
of the report. 

Mr. Anoeii. Are there any questions by members of the commit- 
tee ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Who is responsible for the maintenance of the break- 
waters ¢ 

Colonel AtieEN. The breakwaters were constructed by local interests 
some years ago, this one [indicating] under WPA auspices and this 
one | indicating] under the auspices of the town. There has never been 
any adequate maintenance performed on them. The town maintains 
that without the assistance of WPA they never could have constructed 
them and they are not now in a position to assume responsibilty of re- 
building the breakwaters. They have deteriorated to the point where 
it is more economical to rebuild than to attempt to repair them. 

Their maintenance is not now a Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Ancetu. If there are no further questions, I have here a letter 
dated June 15, 1954, from our colleague, Representative O’Konski, in 
support of this project. Without objection, that will be entered in 
the record at this point. 

(The letter above referred to is as follows:) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1954. 
Hon. Homer D. ANGELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Public Works Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C.: 

Honorable Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I respectfully request 
your consideration of the Siskiwit River project (Cornucopia Harbor, Wis.), 
for inclusion in this year’s omnibus rivers and harbors bill. Final work has 
just been completed on the survey and it is now in the hands of this committee, 
having been approved by all Federal and State agencies involved. Since 1948, 
I have worked for this project and feel it is a most worthy one. I shall briefly 
outline for you some background on it and I assure you of my wholehearted 
appreciation for your every consideration. 

Cornucopia is a fishing village and is entirely supported by the commercial 
fishing from the Cornucopia Harbor. The majority of the yearly income of this 
village is derived from the yearly herring run each November with an average 
catch of over 14% million pounds. 

During the years 1952 and 1953, the harbor channel was filled with sand 
making the entrance channel impassable by loaded fishing vessels and this shoal- 
ing threatened the livelihood of the village. As a result, emergency dredging 
was performed by the Army engineers in time for the fall herring harvest 
vhich action saved the community from economic disaster. 

As indicated in the report of the Army engineers, the proposed project is 
to reconstruct both entrance piers, extend the west pier 25 feet lakeward and 
enlarge the inner harbor. Reconstruction of the entrance piers will prevent 
the passage of sand through them into the entrance channel. This work will 
sreatly reduce any future costs for maintenance dredging and thus assure the 
inhabitants of their livelihood. Construction of the west pier 25 feet lakeward 
will alleviate the accumulation of drift ice during storms from the west. This 
project will make the Cornucopia Harbor available to commercial fishermen 
during the entire season, it will make the harbor accommodate a larger number 
of vessels and thus increase the catch of commercial fish. These harbor im 
provements will also increase the revenues of the village through sport trolling 
and other recreational boating activities. 

The cost of this project to the Federal Government is estimated at $220,000. 
The Army engineers foresee no increase in the cost of maintenance after the 
construction of this project as any cost for pier maintenance would be greatly 
offset by reduced costs for maintenance dredging. The fact that the benefit- 
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cost ratio set by the engineers at 3.79 should in itself be evident that the 
project is feasible and of a definite economic benefit to this fishing community. 

I believe the report of the Army engineers will clearly show that the proposed 
harbor improvement at Cornucopia are most necessary to assure this village 
of a continued livelihood—one which is solely dependent upon commercial fish- 
ing and related uses of the harbor. It is evident from the engineers report 
that the project is economically sound which is evident by the benefit-cost 
ratio established by the Army engineers. In addition, because of its location, 
this harbor will also be most valuable for a port of refuge for small craft on 
Lake Superior. 

Respectfully submitted. 

AtvIN E. O’KONSKI, 
Member of Congress, 10th District Wisconsin. 


Mr. Anoext. If there are no further witnesses, this is the last project 
and we will conclude the hearings for this morning. 
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MONDAY, JUNE 28, 1954 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Hargors, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. James C. Auchincloss presiding. 


RicuMonp Harpor, CaAttir. 


Mr. Aucurinoioss. We have listed for consideration at this time 
Richmond Harbor in California. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, our colleague, John J. Allen, has mani- 
fested an interest in this project. I suggest he be granted permis- 
sion to put his remarks in the record, if he so desires. 

Mr. Avucurincvoss. If there is no objection, that will certainly be 
ordered. 

Now we will hear from Colonel Allen. 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN U. ALLEN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—Resumed 


Colonel Atten. The authority for this report is contained in the 
House Public Works Committee resolution of April 13, 1948, which 
called for a review of reports on Richmond Harbor. It is one of 
the deep water ports of San Francisco Bay. It is generally located 
in this area, this being the Richmond Harbor area and this being 
the San Francisco Bay entrance. 

Richmond Harbor over the years 1946 to 1950 averaged about 914 
million tons of commerce a year. In 1952 the commerce totaled about 
13% million tons. A predominant amount of that was petroleum 
products, Richmond being one of the petroleum refining centers of 
this particular area. It is the center of this important industrial 
area which contains the refineries and the assembly plants of motor 
companies and shipyards. 

The existing project for Richmond Harbor consists of a channel 
starting at the north, 20 feet deep in this area here. It provides for 
approach channels to the terminal No. 4 wharf and Point Orient 
wharf. ‘There is no project at Molate Point at the present time. 

The existing project provides for a 400-foot channel 32 feet deep 
into this point. It provides for a channel 30 feet deep and of vary- 
ing widths around this bend previously mentioned up to the head 
of navigation at Santa Fe Channel. Local interests have pointed out 
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that the use of the larger ships, both longer and deeper, require 
additional project work from the standpoint of depth, width and 
easing of the bends. 

The Chief of Engineers and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors have considered this project and area recommending that 
the project for Richmond Harbor be in effect deepened and widened. 
The project will provide a connecting channel 600 feet wide and 35 
feet deep. It will provide for a 35-foot approach channel to the 
Richmond long wharf. It will provide for widening of this chan 
nel to 600 feet and deepening to 35 feet. 

Mr. Aucutncross. Colonel, did you say widening the channel 600 
feet ? 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir; to 600 feet from 400 feet. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. All right. 

Colonel ALLEN. It will further provide for the deepening of this 
turning basin to 35 feet. The depth will be continued at 35 feet 
around this bend with widening in the bends, and a full width of 850 
feet up to this point, and 200 feet wide and 35 feet deep up to the head 
of the Santa Fe Channel. The report also recommended maintenance 
at the Molate Point pier, which is a naval fuel pier. That is the only 
area of the report to which the Bureau of the Budget objected. They 
have no objection to the submission of the report, but felt that con 
sideration should be given to funding this maintenance from military 
funds when maintenance is required. The requirement of that would 
be about $15,000 annually for maintenance dredging at Molate Point 
to serve naval tankers. That is the only objection that the Bureau of 
the Budget had to offer. 

The cost of this project to the Federal Government would be 
$2,086,000, with an annual maintenance including the $15,000 pre 
viously mentioned, of $41,400. 

The benefit-cost ratio is estimated as 1.8. 

That is all. 

Mr. Avcnincvoss. Is there any local contribution, Colonel ? 

Colonel ALLEN. The local contribution is not in the form of cash. 
It is the usual lands and rights-of-way and easements, and the pro- 
vision of suitable wharves and cargo-loading facilities open to all. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Are there any questions of Colonel Allen, 
centlemen ? 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, when was the final report received by the com- 
mittee from the Army engineers and from the Bureau of the Budget 
on this project? The thing I am wondering about is, the bill is sup- 
posed to go before the full committee tomorrow and this project comes 
up today at the last minute. It involves an expenditure of over $2 
million. 

Colonel Aten. The Bureau of the Budget letter, Mr. Mack, is dated 
April 21 of this year. 

Mr. Mack. The project has been up to the committee then since 
early May. 

Colonel ALLEN. Shortly after that is normal. 

Mr. Mack. Who pays the maintenance? 

Colonel Auten. The Federal Government maintains the entire 
project now. 
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Mr. Mack. And will continue to do so under this proposal 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. Colonel, what is the location on that map of the Kaiser 
shipbuilding works? 

Colonel ALLEN. I cannot tell you that, Mr. Scudder. I do not know. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. CARLSON, CITY ATTORNEY, 
CITY OF RICHMOND, CALIF. 


Mr. Cartson. It is at the point designated Santa Fe Channel. The 
Kaiser shipyard is in here, 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, you would have to travel the entire 
length of the arm to get to the Kaiser shipyard; would you not ¢ 

Mr. Carson. Of course, there is not a great deal being done there 
now, Congressman Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. No. 

Mr. Mack. Is the equipment all still located at those yards? Could 
they resume operations ¢ 

Mr. Cartson. There is only one permanent yard, There were four 
of them. There is one permanent yard which is presently activated 
in a minor capacity. The three other yards the Government sold to 
industries, and new industries have located there which are doing a 
great deal to support the tremendous population that came there 
during the shipyard days. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Carlson, is the inner harbor project, which is 
where you indicated the shipyard is, essential for the transportation 
of oil? Do the oil tankers go in there? 

Mr. Caruson. The oil tankers do not go in there, but the Ford as- 
sembly plant is located here, and you have the canneries located here 
on the channel, too. 

Mr. Scupprr. Do they need a 35-foot depth ? 

Mr. Carson. Absolutely. I think there is something that was 
overlooked to some extent. We are, from the point of view of ton- 
nage, the second largest harbor on the Pacific coast—Los Angeles be- 
ing first and Richmond Harbor being second. We outrank San Fran- 
cisco and Oakland, although we are on San Francisco Bay. 

Mr. Mack. When you ‘speak of handling of petroleum products, 
are you referring to incoming shipments or outgoing shipments ¢ 

Mr. Cartson. Both. 

Mr. Avcuincioss, Are there any further questions of Colonel Allen 
at this point! 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

We will now hear from Mr. Condon, in whose district this project is. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. CONDON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Connon. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. 

I have no prepared statement. I merely wish to appear this morn- 
ng to thank the committee very much for giving us the opportunity 
to be heard on our project. 


39263 54 vol. 1 59 
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There are two witnesses I will call who have very brief statements. 
First I would like to call Mr. Robert F. Donoghue (who represents 
the Pacific-American Tankship Association. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Mr. Donoghue, will you identify yourself for 
the record, please? hat 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. DONOGHUE, REPRESENTING 
PACIFIC-AMERICAN TANKSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. DonocHur. My name is Robert F. Donoghue. I represent 
the Pacific-American Tankship Association, which is composed of the 
following companies, located on the Pacific coast of the United States 
owning and operating tankships: 


General Petroleum Corp. 
Hillcone Steamship Co. 
Keystone Ship ping Co. 

Ric hfield Oil C orp. 

Standard Oil Co. of California 
The Texas Co. 

Tide Water Associated Oil Co. 
Union Oil Co, of California. 


We appear in support of the project improvements outlined in 
House Document No. 395, 83d Congress, 2d session. For many years 
our members have been concerned about the difficulties and delays 
encountered when their tankers arrive at Richmond Harbor for 
discharge. 

The present authorized depth is not sufficient to accommodate, 
without danger or delay, a fully loaded T-2 tanker, which has a car 
rying capacity of approximately 16,600 tons and which was the type 
of vessel predomins antly used on the west coast at the time the initial 
hearing on this project was held at Richmond on July 28, 1948. Since 
that hearing, the trend toward larger and deeper draft vessels has 
made the situation increasingly critic cal from the standpoints of safety 
of navigation and costly vessel delays. For example, vessels of 28,000 
deadweight tons, drawing in excess ‘of 33 feet of water, now discharge 
their cargo at the Richmond long wharf while the T-2’s continue, 
under difficulties, to use the facilities of the inner harbor. Delays of 
from 4 to 9 hours in docking the vessels are not uncommon in such 
circumstances. An instance of the dangers inherent in the present 
depth of water at the Richmond long wharf is reflected in an ore 
from a letter dated April 23, 1953, from the Standard Oil Co. of 
California to the Office of the Chief of Engineers, as follows: 

In the meantime, the situation becomes more critical each day. As an example 
of this, early this month the inadequacy of water depth in the approaches to our 
Richmond long wharf very nearly caused a serious accident. A loaded 24,200 
deadweight ton tanker, with a mean summer draft of over 32 feet, was approach 
ing the wharf when the lack of water beneath the vessel caused it to take a 
sudden sheer. Fortunately, this sheer was away from the wharf. Had it been 
toward the wharf, as it could just as well have been, the results would probably 
have been disastrous. It is quite likely that fire would have resulted with the 
strong possibility of loss of life, to say nothing of the certainty of serious damage 
to the vessel and this highly important oil terminal. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 917 


We wish to point out that the reports of the Board of Engineers 
and the San Francisco district engineer comprehensively and ade- 
quately set forth the problems involved in tank vessels navigating 
under the existing conditions and the benefits that will be derived from 
the adoption of the program under consideration. This information 
s available to your committee and we see no necessity for repeating 
t here. 

We have reviewed the reports mentioned above and wholeheartedly 
agree with the conclusions reached first by the district engineer and 
then by the Board of Engineers. We merely wish to stress here the 
fact that not only was the projected improvement necessary at the 
time of the hearing in 1948, but that the need has progressively in- 
creased since that time and our members believe it is absolutely 
essential that the projected improvement be undertaken without 
further delay. 

In closing may I state that we appreciate the courtesy of being 
permitted to appear before your committee on this matter and urgently 
request your favorab le consideration of the projected improvement. 

Mr. Avcrincross. Thank you very much, Mr. Donoghue. Are 
there any questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Thank you very much. 

Do you have any other witnesses, Mr. Condon / 

Mr. Connon. Congressman Unag P. Miller just arrived. This 
project is located in what used to be his district, and I know he would 
like to say something. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. We will be very happy to hear from you, Mr. 
Miller. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Mitier. If I may, Mr. Chairman, because I have left the Armed 
Services Committee, which is having some very important hearings 
now, I would appreciate the opportunity to testify at this point. 

d am George P. Miller, now of the Eighth District. This project 

as formerly located in the district I represented. 1 am quite famil- 
iar with the area there and I want to endorse the project. I think it 
is one that is long overdue. The facilities needed for Richmond 
Harbor are important to the economic life of the bay area, particularly 
to its shipping. 

We have had a long fight on this. I know without going into details 
you will get all of the details without my repeating those things. 
But I do just want to lend my voice to the others that will be here. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Thank you very much. Are there any questions 
to be asked of Mr. Miller ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcnuincioss. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Mr. Condon, do you have any other witnesses ? 

Mr. Connon. The only other witness I would like to present to the 
committee is the city attorney, Mr. Thomas M. Carlson. 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. CARLSON, CITY ATTORNEY, 
CITY OF RICHMOND, CALIF. 


Mr. Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which will take. 
I imagine, less than 2 or 3 minutes. The reason why I have brought 
the briefcase is that I have been working on this project for some ( 
years and naturally to me the project culminating in a bill is a matter 
of some real pri ide. 

My name is Thomas M. Carlson, I am city attorney for the cit) 
of Richmond, Calif., and have held that position for the past 28 years, 
I am fully conversant with the improvements recommended by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors with respect to the deep 
ening and dredging of channels and approaches in Richmond Harbor, 
having conducted the initial hearing before the district engineer at 
Richmond in July 1948, and having participated in the several sub 
sequent discussions and hearings, ¢ ‘ulminating with the hearing before 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors at W ashington in 
March of 1953. 

May I state at the outset that the city of Richmond is in thorough 
agreement with the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers that 
the various approaches and channels mentioned in their reports be 
widened and deepened. We believe that the passage of time since 
1948 has aggravated the condition which existed in 1948 and which 
formed the basis for the recommended project. Not only would the 
city of Richmond and its residents receive considerable benefit di- 
rectly and indirectly from the completion of this project, but the 
project itself would be of great benefit to the national interest since 
the industries located on these waterways and serving this area are 
extremely important in the national interest as well as in the economy 
of the area. 

May I remark further that the brevity of my statement is the result 
of our belief that the findings and recommendations of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, supported by the detailed report 
of the district engineer, San Francisco District, so ably and fully sets 
forth the need for the improvements and the benefits to be derived 
therefrom that any extended statement on my part would be merely 
repetitious. 

In conclusion, I wish to repeat that the city of Richmond most 
strongly urges that the proposed widening and deepening of the 
channels and approaches go forward without delay. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for the privilege of appearing before the 
committee on this matter. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Thank you, Mr. Carlson. Are there any ques- 
tions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aucutncioss. If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Condon, you may call your next witness. 

Mr. Conpon. I understand that Mr. Dewey of the Pacific American 
Steamship Association is here and would like to make a brief state- 
ment. 

Mr. Avcurncioss. Will you identify yourself for the record, 
please ¢ 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH B. DEWEY, PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAMSHIP 
ASSOCIATION—Resumed 


Mr. Dewey. My name is Ralph B. Dewey. I represent the Pacific 
American Steamship Association, a nonprofit association comprising 
the major American-flag cargo-ship operators on the Pacific coast. 

Mr. Donoghue referred to the problems of the tanker industry in 
the use of the Port of Richmond. My comments are directed to the 
cargo-ship operators who in ever-increasing numbers are using the 
port of Richmond’s fine facilities. I particularly wish to call the 
attention of the committee to one particular phase of this program, 
which is a very serious navigational hazard for the cargo ships. That 
is the so-called Point Potrero, which occurs at this turn here. In the 
description of the report by the Army engineers they describe much 
more ably than I could in a few minutes here just what this problem 
1S. 

The navigation at that turning point and the problem in substance 
is simply that the ships are not permitted to stay on the right side of 
the channel because of the narrowness of the turning basin, and any 
traffic that might be there at the time is incurring a tremendous risk 
of accidents, and so forth, 

Vessel delays due to the channel problems are also well documented 
in the engineers’ report. I only wish to remind the committee that 
every hour a vessel is delayed it costs $150 for a ship. There are many 
waits extending up to 5 or 6 hours waiting for proper tides. That 
cannot be ignored when we add it up over two or three hundred vessel 
calls per year, any one of which might incur a 5- or 6-hour delay 
because of the present inadequate depths of the channel. 

I wish to leave those two impressions with the committee and 
point out that they are very urgent as far as the continued further use 
by the cargo ship operators of the port of Richmond are concerned. 
Also I call your attention to the statistics in the report which point 
out the tremendously increasing use of the port, which I might add 
parenthetically has traditionally been in the past a bulk loading port, 
and is becoming more and more a general merchandise port, with all 
of the attendant enrichment of any community that a general mer- 
chandise trade brings with it. 

Mr. Avcurncioss. Mr. Dewey, is that a written statement you have 
that you would like to leave with the committee / 

Mr. Dewey. I do not have one, sir. I have no prepared statement. 

Mr. Aucnincioss. Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Mack. Is this channel you have designated in the inner area a 
manmade harbor ? 

Mr. Dewry. Yes, sir. It is almost entirely manmade. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Mr. Dewey. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Condon, have you any further witnesses ? 

Mr. Conpon. I believe Mr. Donoghue represents one other client, 
or is authorized to make a statement on behalf of one other association. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Mr. Donoghue, we will be glad to hear from 
you again. 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. DONOGHUE, REPRESENTING 
THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC. 


won Donocnve. | merely wish to say that the American Merchant 
Mari » Insti tute, an association of shipowners, has authorized me to 
ippeal renil say that they concur in the statements made by Mr. Dewey 
and myself with respect to the necessity for these Improvements. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Thank you very much. Are there any ques 
tions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcurncxioss. If not, we thank you. 

Are there any further witnesses / 

Mr. Connon. I have no further witnesses 

Mr. Auvcnincioss. If there is no further testimony on Richmond 
Harbor, Calif., we will call those hearings closed. 


Knire River Hareor, Minn. 


Now we will proceed with Knife River, Minn. We will hear from 
Colonel Allen of the Army engineers at this point. 

Colonel Atten. The report on Knife River, Mr. Chairman, is a 
result of the authority contained in House Public Works Committee 
resolution on August 17, 1949. 

Knife River is located between the ports of Duluth at the western 
end of Lake Superior and Two Harbors to the northwest of Knife 
River. This is primarily a fishing port. In years past the fishermen 
started to berth their vessels here in Knife River. That is not a suit- 
able berth for fishing vessels. 

Over the years they have adopted the practice of pulling their 
ships, their small fishing craft, wp on a railway with a winch. Then 
when the time comes to tend their nets, they again put the vessel into 
the sea to go to the netted area. This results many times in a condi- 
tion where the nets require te nding, but because of the surf conditions 
in the vicinity it is impossible-to launch the ships and tend the nets, 
with consequent loss of fish catch and damage to the nets. 

The existing project for Knife Harbor provides for an entrance 
channel as shown here in the light red or pink, with a Y in here for 
berthing. Nothing has been done in that channel. That is, nothing 
has been done from the standpoint of Federal participation on that 
project since its adoption. Local interests, however, have performed 
work in here to the extent of about $27,000 in dredging and providing 
bulkheads and facilities inside the project channel. 

Nothing has been done to cut through from this inner basin to Lake 
Superior because of their fear, and rightly so, that damage to the 
facilities would result if such a cut-through were made without any 
protection by means of a breakwater. 

The district engineer examined this project and the Chief of Engi- 
needs recommended that the project be modified to provide for a 
10-foot entrance channel and an 8-foot basin, and an 8-foot depth of 
area in the shape of a T. He recommended that this portion of the 
project be abandoned. He further recommended the erection of a 
breakwater to provide protection to the entrance channel in the project. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 


In addition to the facilities of the entrance channel and breakwater 
there is also-to be provided what is called a spending beach to dissipate 
the wave energy that will come in through the channel entrance and 
be reflected off the bulkheads and cause a series of reflecting wave 
conditions which will be hazardous and damaging to the craft moored 
in the basin. 

The total cost to the Federal Government is $219,900. The benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.81. 

I point out again that local interests have expended, although not 
a part of the required cooperation, some $27,000 in accomplishing the 
portion of the inner basin dredging. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of the 
report to Congress; the Department of the Interior, Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, comments as follows: 

The fish and Wildlife Service has no objection to the project plan as modified. 
It is believed a conservative approach has been used in calculating the benefits 
in connection with commercial and sport fishing. Accomplishment of the pro- 
posed project should be of substantial assistance in providing a harbor of refuge 
and providing the fish catch. 

That is all. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Colonel, for how long a period during the year 
will this be closed up on account of ice? Or, to put it differently, how 
many months of the year W ill it be ope on? 

Colonel Atuen. I do not have that information, Mr. Chairman. I 
can put it in the record. Perhaps Mr. Blatnik can offer it. 

Mr. Buarnikx. Mr. Chairman, 8 to 814 months of the year it will be 
open. 

Mr. Aucuinc oss. Thank you. Are there any questions of Colonel 
Allen ? 

Mr. Mack. Is there any local contribution ? 

Colonel ALLen. To the existing project the local contribution pro- 
vides for the provision of lands, easements, and rights-of-way; and 
in addition to that the construction of a public wharf and access 
road free and open to all. 

Mr. Mack. Have you any estimate of the cost ? 

Colonel Auten. The non-Federal first cost is estimated at $17,700. 

Mr. Mack. What species of fish do they take in Lake Superior? 

Colonel Auten. Herring, and Lake Superior whitefish, and Lake 
Superior trout. 

Mr. Mack. The fish are caught in set nets and the fishermen go out 
and harvest the catches? 

Colonel Auten. The herring are caught in nets and there is also 
trolling for the trout and whitefish. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Are there any further questions of Colonel 
Allen ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avucutncioss. We will hear our colleague, Mr. Blatnik now 
on the Knife Harbor in Minnesota. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Buatnirx. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
Knife River Harbor project is a fishing harbor on the north shore 
of Lake Superior about 19 miles northeast of Duluth. In brief | 
shall just make a summary here. 


The fishermen of the community of Knife River have made a basin 
and atetid to put up warehouses and a packing plant and canning 
plant for the - fish. The basin at present cannot be used because of 
a rock ledge which cuts it off from Lake Superior. 


This pauient woul | include a channel giving access to the basin, but 
the big expense Is that the harbor is exposed for a full 180° from the 
northeast all the w: ay to the south and southwest to Lake ee 
which has rather violent storms. So the harbor cannot be used : 
present. 

The Board of Engineers and the Corps of Engineers have made a 
favorable report for this modification of the channels and a break 
water. The benefit-cost ratio is about 1.8. 

The thing I want to stress about this particular harbor is that these 
people—these very hardy Norwegian fishermen, who have lived there 
for years, have gone on their own as far as they could and only asked 
for this harbor because the C orps of Engineers recognizes as we do 
that the rest of the project is far beyond their ability to handle. They 
have made this basin on a volunt: ary cooperative basis and donated 
labor toward its construction. The nearby railroad has made con- 
tributions of piles and steel and all of the other things they need. 

[ went up there and was rather distressed at the rugged life they 
have to lead. Year after year the storms come in and batter this 
rocky coast. The fishing er aft have to be pulled completely out of the 
water. ‘They are mounted on little rails and are pulled way up. Even 
now some craft use the existing harbor and use winches to pull their 
little craft over the rock ledge and into the little basin. They have 
been hard-put and up against it. This means their livelihood. Con- 
sequently there will be a great expansion in fishing and other uses 
of this port, such as for a harbor of refuge and recreation uses 

The Board of Engineers recommend the modification of this Knife 
River Harbor project. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Blatnik, how many fishing craft use this port? 

Mr. Buarnrk. In 1952, 42 commercial fishing boats operated on 
this stretch between Two Harbors and Duluth. Of these, 10 operated 
continuously from Knife River and made 922 round trips. 

Mr. Mack. This is primarily a commercial activity ? 

Mr. Biarnrk. Primarily commercial fishing. This is a source of 
livelihood and income to that little community. There would be more 
boats using that were the facilities available. As I said, now those 
that do use it have to be pulled clean out of the water and on to these 
little carriages and pulled way up high on the rocky ledge in order 
to get them out of the way of the waves. 

Mr. Avcuinctioss. Are there any further questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcutincioss. If not, that will conclude the hearing on Knife 
River. 
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Port WAsHINGTON Harror 


Mr. Aucuincioss. The next project we will take up will be Port 
Washington Harbor. 

Colonel Allen. 

Colonel Auten. Port Washington Harbor is located on the west 
shore of Lake Michigan about 29 miles north of Milwaukee. It has 
a tributary area of about 23,000 people. Port Washington itself has 
a population of 5.000. 

The country is generally an agricultural region, with some manu- 
facturing in Port Washington. The commerce in and out of the Port 
Washington area on a 10-year average was 587,000 tons. In 1951 
this tonnage was 1,200,000. It is anticipated that this 1,200,000 will 
be a minimum in the future. The primary cargo of Port Washington 
Harbor is coal to supply the power and light plant storage area 
which is shown right here. This is the powerplant. They added an 
additional unit and it is estimated their requirements will be at least 
1,200,000 tons in the future. 

The present project for Port Washington Harbor is shown in black. 
It is a project of a 21-foot depth in the basin, with two basins in the 
interior of 18 feet. It also consists of the breakwater from the land 
up to this point. Considerable difficulty is had by those who navigate 
this channel due to the fact that the harbor entrance shown right 
here, from here to here at this point, provides access to the sea, and 
the storm waves come in and render anchoring and handling of coal 
at this pier very hazardous. It also results in severe damage to the 
fishing ships and all of the smaller craft which are anchored in the 
inner basins. 

It is the desire of local interests, and the Chief of Engineers so 
reports, that the breakwater be raised at this point; that it further 
be extended to this point, and this breakwater be removed. This will 
give protection to the operators in the harbor and provide a a safer 
harbor and improve the harbor for the use of small craft which, by 
reason of this exposure at the present time, have largely left the area. 
There are very few small-craft operators in the area. They sustain 
damage by reason of storms coming in here and inter fer ing with their 
operation at the bulkheads and in the channels. 

The cost of this project to the Federal Government is $2,515,000. 
The benefit-cost ratio of the project is 1.06. The report recommended 
that local interests contribute in cash $160,000. This was based on an 
evaluation of benefits which would accrue by reason of improving 
the harbor for recreational purposes. 

Local interests were assessed under the project to contribute to the 
extent of $160,000. The Bureau of the Budget has this to say about 
the report : 

The primary purpose of the recommended project modification appears to be 
the accommodation of vessels delivering coal to the Wisconsin Electric Power Co. 
dock. It has been the policy of the United States to require substantially greater 
local participation in navigation improvements whose benefits are expected to 
accrue mainly to a single organization. The report on Port Washington Harbor 
which requires only a 6-percent local contribution based on the assumption that 
6 percent of the annual benefits are of local nature, does not contain justification 
to warrant an exception to this policy. 
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The derivation of benefits assumed to accrue to fishing vessels and to reerea- 
tional craft on the basis of the recommended improvement does not appear ade- 
quately justified. The report indicates that the harbor is used very little py 
fishing boats and is practically ignored at present by owners of recreational 
craft There appears little reasons to believe that many vessels of this type 
would be attracted by the improvements proposed particularly in view of the 
fact that 
Sheboygai 

[ am authorized by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to advise you 
that while there would be no objection to the submission of the report to ‘the 
Congress, for the reasons stated herein and on the basis of information contained 

the report, authorization of the modification of Port Washington Harbor 
would not be in accord with the program of the President. 


” 


this harbor s only 29 miles north of Milwaukee and 27 miles south of 


The S cretary of the Army in transmitting the report to the House 

ated this with respect to the Bureau of the Budget’s comments: 

The Chief of Engineers has given further consideration to his report in view 

the cotuments of the Bureau of the Budget. He advises me that the single 

rganization involved in the question of local participation is a steam-generating 
vhich distributes electric energy to the public in an area of about 11,000 

es, The proposed project will result in savings in the transportation 

al needed by this public utility. These savings presumably will be 

to the public in the form of reduced power rates which are prescribed 

State regulations pertinent to public utilities. Thus, these project benefits 

re believed to be public benefits of the type usually considered in justifying 
Federal expense 

if the public utility is considered to fall within the category of a private 
interest, the cost allocation should be made on the basis of proportional benefits. 
In this instance, the benefits from savings in transportation to the public utility 
are 75 percent of the total benefits In caleulating the local share of the cost, 

has been done in other cases, a 50-percent factor would be applied; thus the 
local contribution would be one-half of 75 percent of the cost, or 37% percent. 
This is in addition to the 6-percent allocation arising from benefits accruing to 
recreational craft. 

{ would like to point out that in the original report on Port Wash 
ington earlier, wherein the 21-foot project was adopted, the Chief of 
Engineers stated this: 

The direct benefits from the improvement would result in large part to a 

gle publie utility enterprise. Having in view, however, the public nature of 

is enterprise, the considerable commerce it will support and the general policy 

der which the Federal Government has undertaken the improvement of outer 

arbors and on the lakes, it is my view that the United States may properly 
undertake the works proposed 

This was in the prior report in which work was authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act of 1935. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Will you explain what that shaded area is up 
there? re 

Colonel Atuen. This part in black, Mr. Chairman, is the existing 
project—the project recommended now would extend the basin as 
shown in the light green. The project recommended would raise the 
breakwater to this point and extend it to here and remove a limb of 
the present breakwater as shown here. 

ry rd ’ 

Mr. Aucnrincioss. Thank you. Are there any questions of Colonel 
Allen? ‘ 

Mr. Mack. In your figures you say the Federal cost would be $2 mil- 
. , - , i ons >< P P 7 y 
lion. Would the local costs be 37 percent of the $2,700,000 ¢ 

Colonel Atiten. The local costs will be 4314 percent of the project 
cost—the way the Bureau of the Budget recommends—and their cost, 
including the $160,000, would be $1,163,000. 
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Mr. Mack. The Federal cost would be $2 million ? 

Colonel Atten. The Federal costs wold be $2,675,000 minus 
$1,163,000. 

Mr. Mack. In other words, the total Federal cost would be only 
in the neighborhood of $1 million ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. About $1,500,000. The total project cost is $2,600,- 
000, and under Budget views about $1,100,000 being taken by the 
local interests and $1,500,000 by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mack. That would not change the benefit-cost ratio? 

Colonel Aten. No, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The benefit-cost ratio, I understood you to say, is $1.06? 

Colonel Auten. That is right. 

Mr. Mack. Rather a low benefit-cost ratio. 

Colonel Auten. Yes, sir. The question here is whether this single 
utility which this project serves falls within the one-user concept with 
which we have had contact before. You may recall in other projects 

here the improvement was to serve one user it was felt that this one 
iser should bear a greater share of the cost. However, as the Chief 
f Engineers points out, it is felt here that the savings to the public 
itility are passed on to the general public and are, in effect, general 

avigation benefits. 

Mr. Mack. Have you had any indication from the local interests 
that they would be willing to provide $1 million toward the construc- 
tion of this project ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Mack. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Oaxkman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this question: Is 
there another port of refuge on Lake Michigan from here south to 
Milwaukee? Is there an intermediate port of refuge, or is that the 
first one north of Milwaukee ¢ 

Colonel Aten. No, sir. 

Mr. Oaxman. That tidal wave they had there the other day along 
that portion of Lake Michigan affected the beach along the shores of 
the city of Chicago. They were able to save dozens of lives by sema- 
yhhoring the threat of the oncoming wave ahead of its hitting. I was 

ist trying to determine whether this would improve the safety factor 
tor the small craft, or is it adequate as it is today to protect the small 
raft in coming in out of storms? 

Colonel Auten. No, sir. It is not adequate because the conditions 
it this entrance at the present time, which is from here to here, are 
such that ships have difficulty in maneuvering and getting through 
the channel when there is any type of sea running. 

Mr. Oaxman. And the higher the sea the more difficult it would be 
to navigate that entrance? 

Colonel Aten. That is correct. The longer length of the ship and 
the strength of the wind has a considerable effect in their getting 
through the channel entrance with safety. 

Mr. Oaxman. I would like to point out from personal observation 
that there are a great many small craft and pleasure craft and fishing 
craft that ply the shores of Lake Michigan between this point and 
Milwaukee. I think there isa potential saving of human life here that 
should be taken into consideration, in view of your explanation. 
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Colonel ALLEN. There were some benefits taken for this project from 
the standpoint of its value as a harbor of refuge. A very small annual 
benefit resulted from the harbor of refuge to the extent of $2,500. 

Mr. Nea. Colonel, would the protection you provided here be suffi- 
cient to render any material help in case there was an unusual tidal 
wave such as they had the last time? 

Colonel Aten. Those are rather unpredictable things, very much 
like the line storms and our tornadoes. They are the result of a quick 
change in pressure over the Great Lakes—that is, a low barometric 
pressure immediately followed by a high, or vice versa. Their path 
is SO uncertain that it would be difficult to say whether or not this 
particular improvement would have any great effect on a particular 
condition of that sort. They do travel, depending on the rate that 
this particular front has. Of course, if one were coming from this 
direction, this breakwater extension would have the effect of dissi- 
pating it. 

On the other hand, if one were to come from this direction, you 
can see it would have a different effect. 

Mr. Neau. No effect? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Macx. How many fishing boats use this harbor ¢ 

Colonel ALten. There were 1,167 trips in 1952 of fishing vessels— 

7 locally based fishing craft. 

Mr. Mack. Seven? 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. How much is the fishing phase of this project costing 
the Federal Government ? 

Colonel] Auten. The reduction in damages and elimination of time 
lost by fishing vessels with the annual benefits amounted to $17,000 for 
strictly fishing craft. 

Mr. Mack. Now what do you propose to do with this intersection / 

Colonel ALLEN. Nothing is done in here. All this structure here 
would do would be to make this a safer and better mooring place for 
the fishing vessels now moored there, and for those which this project 
would attract. 

Mr. Mack. You would have to build that breakwater anyway in 
order to protect the commercial craft in the cove ¢ 

Colonel ALten. That is correct. 

Mr. Oaxman. I would like to point out that the tidal wave is an 
unusual phenomenon on the Great Lakes, but we do have, just like 
any other large open body of water, very frequent storms and squalls 
that come up suddenly. Over a period of vears there is a great loss 
of life on the Great Lakes. Dozens and dozens of lives are lost every 
year because of the sudden storms and because of the lack of proper 
p laces of refuge to get out of the storms. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the average length of the seven fishing boats ’ 

Colonel ALLEN. They range from about 25 feet to 50 feet, Mr. Seud- 
der, in overall length. 

Mr. Mack. Mostly two-man boats ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Presumably. Yes, sir. Two- to three-man boats 

Mr. Aucutncnoss. Are there any further questions of the colonel ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcurincioss. Thank you, Colonel. 

Is Mr Van Pelt here? Mr. Van Pelt, would you like to make your 
statement on House Document 446 / 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN—Resumed 


Mr. Van Petr. I am William K. Van Pelt, Represent: ative of the 
Sixth Congression: ; District of Wisconsin, appearing here in behalf 
of the Port W Sener Harbor project, which has been very thor 
oughly gone over by the Army engineers and on which certain im 
provements have been recommended. 

At this time I wish to express the appreciation of Mayor Kaiser 
at Port Washington and through him the citizens of Port Washington 
for the courtesy that this committee extended to them in paying a 
visit to Port Washington last fall to review and observe these facilities. 

I would like to submit my own statement, and I also have several 
others here, Mr. Chairman. One is from Oliver H. Smith of Smith 
os , who have one of the largest commercial fishing fleets. Also one 
from Mr. Alfred A. Freese, harbormaster of Port Washington. Also 
a letter and statement from Mayor John H. Kaiser, of the city of 
Port Washington, along with a series of pictures depicting the damage 
that has been inflicted from time to time due to storms and which 
pinpoints I think very truly the necessity for the harbor improve- 
ments at Port Washington. 

Mr. Aucuincuioss. Without objection, these statements will be in 
corporated in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, OF WISCONSIN, ON THE Port 
WASHINGTON HARBOR PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommit- 
tee, 1am William K. Van Pelt, Representative of the Sixth Congressional District 
of Wisconsin. I am appearing on behalf of myself and the city of Port Wash 
ington, Wis., to speak in favor of the improvements to the Port Washington, 
Wis., harbor as proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Initially, I would like to express my deep appreciation for the courtesy you 
have extended to me in affording me this opportunity to appear at this hearing. 

I will not burden you with technical details of this project, as this information 
is fully covered in the report of engineers. My appeal is based principally upon 
the need for expeditious action 

Port Washington is a thriving community of about 5,000 population, in the 
heart of a rich trading area. The principal industries include furniture manu- 
facture, concrete mixing and handling equipment and prefabricated houses 
A 400,000-kilowatt steam powerplant adjacent to the harbor generates electricity 
for consumers in an 11,000-square-mile area 

Because of its strategic location on Lake Michigan, Port Washington is a 
natural for a port In the early days sailing vessels brought commerce to its 
door and an extensive fishing fleet developed. The expansion of industry brought 
modern freighters, and the construction of the steam powerplant increased the 
harbor requirements for unloading coal. Recreational craft from Milwaukee 
and other lake ports visit the harbor in large numbers. 

However, one factor has greatly handicapped the development and use of the 
harbor facilities and that is the fact that it is now and has been for many years 
vulnerable to lake storms. The Milwaukee Journal has referred to the harbor 
editorially as a “fair weather port” to be avoided by pleasure craft. 

Instead of being a port of refuge, even the largest freighters find it advisable 
to leave the harbor or stay out in rough weather. This has frequently necessi 
tated the rerouting of shipments of coal and other products to safer harbors. 
The cargoes then have to be returned to Port Washington by rail or truck 
involving considerable extra expense. 

Damage to boats caught in the harbor during a storm is often extensive 
Lives are placed in jeopardy and property adjacent to the harbor suffers severely. 

In spite of this handicap, commerce in the port is considerable. During the 
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period from 1942 to 1951 inclusive tonnage averaged 588,649 tons. In 1951, 
harbor traffic consisted of 1,176,654 tons of coal delivered by 161 vessels drawing 
from 19 to 22 feet, and 481 tons of fresh fish delivered by 1,167 trips of seven 
locally based fishing craft drawing from 1.5 to 6.5 feet. 

This commerce points up the importance of this harbor, despite its present 
disadvantages. 

The need for improvements has been apparent for many years. Several 
terrific storms during 1947 and 1948 prompted your committee to authorize a 
review of the previous report on April 13, 1948. A public hearing was held at 
Port Washington on August 11, 1948, and a model study of the harbor was 
conducted at the Waterways Experiment Station at Vicksburg, Miss. 

Based upon that report, the Engineers have recommended extending the lake 
ward end of the breakwater 1,280 feet, raising this breakwater to 10 feet above 
low water and making certain other improvements to the south breakwater 
The estimated cost for construction is $2,515,000. The city of Port Washington 
has agreed to contribute a sum of $160,000. 

As previously indicated, the hazard to life and property at this harbor has 
been recognized for many years, and this current project to correct the defects 
has been underway since 1948. Meanwhile damage running into the thousands 
of dollars continues annually. I sincerely believe that people of Port Wash 
ington have been extremely patient and that this improvement project should 
go forward as expeditiously as possible. I hope that this committee will include 
the Port Washington Harbor project in the current omnibus rivers and harbors 
bill. 

As a part of this statement I would like to offer for the record a set of actual 
photographs of conditions in this harbor during the storm of November 1947 
I believe the committee will find these pictures of interest as they confirm the 
statement I have made regarding the need for prompt action on this project. 


Ciry oF Porr WASHINGTON, 
OFFICE oF CITy CLERK, 
Port Washington, Wis., June 25, 1954. 
Congressman WILLIAM VAN PELT, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sire: Is there anything further you can possibly do to get the appro- 
priation for the improvement of our i’ort Washington Harbor? We appreciate 
what you have done so far, and as this is about to come up for a final decision, 
we would greatly appreciate your continued efforts. 

The following is the tonnage of coal delivered to Port Washington, and the 
number of ships that delivered this coal for each year from 1947 to date. This 
data is given below. 

| c | 

| Tons delivered | 
to Port Wash- 
ington dock 


Number 
of boats 


011. 30 
50, 503. 40 | 
25, 467.90 | 
51, 248. 35 
3, 453. 95 
5, 752, 80 
34, 100. 00 
50, 000. 00 


With the addition of the new breakwater it would save considerable loss in 
property, which happens each time there is a bad easterly or southeasterly storm 
Businesses located on the harbor cannot continue to take these losses year after 
year, unless something is done soon to correct this condition. 

If our harbor were O. K. we would have some foreign boats coming in with 
plywood for Harnischfeger Corp. and perhaps more of our industries would have 
materials shipped by water. 

Anything you can do to help alleviate this condition in our harbor, and to 
hasten the appropriation for its improvement, will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Atrrep A, FREESE, Harbor Master. 
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SMITH Bros., 
Port Washington, Wis., June 25, 1954. 


WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, 
Congressman, 6th District, Wisconsin, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN VAN Per: The writer is writing this letter in behalf of 
the fishing industry of Port Washington in regard to the proposed improvement 
to Port Washington’s harbor. 

No one knows better than the fishermen the terrible condition our harbor is in, 
during the easterly and southeasterly storms which sweep this area during the 
fall, winter, and spring seasons. For years fishermen have spent many sleepless 
nights watching their boats and wondering if they will ride out the storm, and 
standing by helplessly when one does break loose. 

The fishing industry fleet of Port Washington has dwindled down in size, and 
this is due mainly to the fact that fishermen do not care to take the risk of 
anchoring their boats in our harbor due to the above condition. Personally, our 
company has moved one of our boats to the neighboring port of Sheboygan, Wis., 
and we know of another fishing outfit who has done the same just because our 
harbor gives us so small an amount of protection. 

We, therefore, urge you to make every effort possible to get the committee 
and Congress to appropriate the amount of money needed to give our harbor 
the relief so badly needed. 

Thanking you in advance, we are 

Yours very sincerely, 
SmiTtH Bros., 
Ouiver H. SMITH. 


Crry or Port WASHINGTON, WIs., 
OFFICE OF THE Mayor, 
June 25, 1954. 
Hon. WILLIAM VAN PELT, 
Congressman, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: We are rather disappointed. We expected to be called 
to appear in person before the honorable Public Works Committee, House of 
Representatives, to present our case, the Army engineers’ plan Z for the Port 
Washington Harbor, which we are in accord with 100 percent and which has 
done remarkably in getting the needed approval all along the line so far. We 
hope and pray that the Public Works Committee will give it the same 
consideration 

It has the backing, you know, of the United States Army engineers and the 
Great Lakes Steamboat—largest to the smallest carriers’, captains’, and their 
president’s, Adm. Captain Spencer of Toledo, fullest support. They have all rec- 
ommended it, knowing the importance of it to protect the life of their employees, 
and save their ships in case of a storm. You have been told of the drownings 
in our harbor and the waves rising 12 feet above its natural level, which is a 
fact. 

The city has furnished and paid for 5 special policemen to protect the power- 
plant from bombing during World War 2. 

This powerplant, Wisconsin Electric Power Co., supplies the power and light 
throughout the State of Wisconsin to borderlines east, west, south, and north. 
It is very important to Milwaukee large industries, when the five units are 
running. They never shut down. They produce 400,000 kilowatts. Our ton- 
nage runs over 1,250,000 tons. Give us a safe harbor and we will raise that 
tonnage by leaps and bounds. 

Please give us what you think is right. 

Sincerely yours, 
City or Port WASHINGTON, 
JOHN H. Kaiser, Mayor. 
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BRIEF OF THE CITy OF Port WASHINGTON, WIS 


I. PLAN Z, ITS EFFECT ON EXISTING PROJECT, ETC 


The report of the Corps of Engineers on Port Washington, Wis. Harbor, under 
recommended plan Z, as approved recommends modification of the existing harbor 
project to provide for extending and raising the northbreakwater and removing 

part of the south breakwater, at an estimated Federal cost of $2,515,000, sub 
ject to certain items of local cooperation, including a cash contribution of 6 
percent of the cost of construction. 


HISTORY OF PORT WASHINGTO IARBOR AND NEED FOR IMPROVEMENTS 


The city of Port Washington, Wis., is located on the shores of Lake Michigar 
about 30 miles north of Milwaukee and 115 miles north of Chicago. It has a 
population of 5,500, with some 2,250 persons employed and working in its indus 

ies and stores Among its leading industries are the following: Harnisc! 
faeger Corp., manufacturer of prefabricated homes; Wisconsin Chair Co., up 
holstered furniture; Meta Mold Co., patented plastics used for outdoor adver 
tising; Wisconsin Electric, light and power; KWick Mix Co., cranes, concrete 
mixers, and shovels; J. E. Gibson Co., iron and steel castings; Bolens Products, 
iron and steel home and farm machinery; Usow Manufacturing Co., Womens 

d mens’ garments; Simplicity Manufacturing Co., tractors for farm and gar 
len: Smith Bros. Fisheries, restaurant and manufactured caviar, ete 

Port Washington has at present a fine harbor which handles each year about 

0.000 tons, principally coal for the Wisconsin Electric Co. At one time 

mber was shipped into the city and will be again when the contemplated im 

yvements to the harbor are made 

During the past years, since 1935 when the Wisconsin Electric Co., located its 
irge powerplant at Port Washington, that utility has experienced much trouble 

the unloading of coal at its waterfront dock due to heavy storms with the 
esultant difficult and dangerous conditions in the inner harbor. Each year 

re have been many times when the coalboats have been forced to leave the 
inner harbor during storms and high waters to prevent serious damage and injury 

the boats During these heavy storms the coalboats must leave the inner 
harbor and anchor out in the open lake to ride out the storm or else go to Mil 
waukee to unload the coal there for transshipment by rail to Port Washington 
This procedure is very costly and reflects directly on the rates charged the con 
sumers for electricity and power furnished by the Wisconsin Electric Co. The 
rates of this utility are fixed by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission, 

In the past, boats traveling north from Chicago or Milwaukee, or which are 
southbound, have sought refuge in Port Washington Harbor only to discover that 
under existing conditions it was Safer in the open lake. Recreation boats and 

g fleets have also experienced difficulty at Port Washington harbor in 
of storms and for this reason have located in other harbors. If exist 
litions are corrected many of these boats will make Port Washington 

‘ir home port 

Due to the bad conditions which prevail in the harbor during storms, Port 
Washington requested Federal aid in making needed improvements. In 1950 
a series of tests on a model of Port Washington Harbor were made at the 
Waterways Experimental Station at Vicksburg. Miss. After exhaustive tests. 
the Army engineers in 1951 published the results of these tests, which were 

eferred to the United States district engineer at Milwaukee for further study 
ind recommendation. It was decided that so-called plan Z was the best one 
to adopt to remedy the situation at Port Washington Harbor. Colonel Kumpe, 

t engineer at Milwaukee, recommended plan Z with the stipulation that 

nterests pay 6 percent of the costs of construction, or about $160,000 
Port shington agreed and has the money ready and available for this purpose 
This recommendation was then sent to the division office of the Great Lakes 
Division, Corps of Engineers, and Colonel Trower, division engineer, concurred 
in approving plan Z ‘The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors: the 
Chief of Engineers; Governor Kohler, of Wisconsin; the Great Lakes Harbors 
Association Admiral Spencer, president of the Lake Carriers Association; 
and the captains’ committee of that association, likewise, all approved and 
ecommended plan Z for the improvement of Port Washington Harbor. 

Plan Z was then sent to the Bureau of the Budget, along with the recom- 
mendations of the Corps of Engineers. The Bureau of the Budget, in com- 
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menting on the report of the Corps of Engineers, expressed the view that since 
a large share of the benefits accrue to a single organization, greater local 
participation in payment of costs should be required. The Secretary of War 
then transmitted the report, together with the comments from the Bureau of 
the Budget, to Congress. 


DISCUSSION OF COMMENTS ON REPORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Port Washington respectfully suggests that the payment of 6 percent toward 
the costs by local interests is fair and equitable. While it is true that a large 
share of the benefits accrue to a single organization, the Wisconsin Electric Co., 
nevertheless, these benefits actually are enjoyed by most of the people of the 
State of Wisconsin. The electric company distributes the electricity and power 
generated at the Port Washington plant to almost the entire State of Wisconsin 
Since the electric company is a utility regulated by the State of Wisconsin, 
its rates are fixed by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission. Thus, if the 
utility is compelled to pay a larger share of the costs, as suggested by the 
Bureau of the Budget, the people of the State of Wisconsin generally would 
be required to pay the inerease in higher rates. This utility serves both homes 
and many important industries throughout the State. During World War II 
this utility was considered so important to the war effort that Port Washington, 
at its own expense, employed five policemen to guard against sabotage of the 
utility 

There is ample precedent for requiring local interests to pay only 6 percent 
of the cost, even though a single industry benefits most from the improvements 
In the so-called Trenton Channel project this committee and Congress approved 
a 6-percent contribution by local interests even though the benefits accrued 
largely to a single organization. The facts in the Trenton Channel improve- 
ment project matter are very similar to the situation at Port Washington Harbor. 
In the Trenton Channel case a section of the Detroit River was involved. 

Insofar as the comments of the Bureau of the Budget with reference to fishing 
ind recreation craft are concerned, it should be pointed out that groups at 
Milwaukee and elsewhere have indicated their desire to locate at and use the 
facilities of Port Washington Harbor if and when the improvements are made 
it the harbor rhe use of Port Washington Harbor by fishing boats and recrea- 
tion craft will boom if this Congress will only approve plan Z as recommended 
and approved by the Corps of Engineers. 

The attention of this committee is also invited to the fact that the city of 
Port Washington has for 40 years fought for and promoted the St. Lawrence 
seaway project. If Port Washington is to benefit from the seaway its harbor 
must be improved within the next 5 or 6 years. The city is planning to promote 
and develop overseas and Canadian trade 


CONCLUSION 


The city of Port Washington respectfully requests this honorable committee 
to recommend approval by Congress of plan Z2 as recommended by the Corps 
of Engineers for the improvement of Port Washington, Wis., harbor. Port 
Washington believes that approval of plan Z is essential and necessary for the 
future growth and development of its fine city. Port Washington because of its 
low tax rates, fine schools, good government, diversified industries, stable em 
ployment situation, fine parks and modern, new outdoor swimming pool, will 
grow and expand tremendously in the coming years. One of Port Washington's 
assets is its fine harbor which needs only the improvements recommended by 
the Corps of Engineers to make it attractive to foreign and domestic shippers 
The benefits that will accrue to Port Washington and to the people of the State 
of Wisconsin will more than compensate for the cost of such improvements. The 
St. Lawrence seaway is another reason for making the harbor improvements 
now in order that Port Washington may obtain its share of the increased do 
mestic and world trade and water route shipments that will come to the Middle 
West. 

This committee’s recommendation for congressional approval of plan Z, as 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers, will be greatly appreciated by the city 
of Port Washington and its fine people. 

Respectfully submitted 

Port WASHINGTON, WIs. 
By Joun H. KAIser, Mayor. 
JUNE 28, 1954. 
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Mr. Aucuincioss. Are there any questions by the members of the 
committee of Mr. Van Pelt? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Aucutnc oss. We thank you very much, Mr. Van Pelt. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. We Ww il] now proceed to H. R. S877, a bill grant 
ing the consent of Congress to the city of Mobile, Ala., and the State 
of Alabama to close Garrows Bend Channel. 

We will hear from Colonel Allen of the Corps of Engineers at this 
time. 


Garrows BEND CHANNEL, Mopite County, Ata. 


Colonel Aten. Garrows Bend Channel, which local interests re 
quest a permit to give them the authority to close, is this small channel 
up to the ship ec channel i 1 Mobile, which is now a pier for Brookley 
Field, the Air Force iis there. 

This project in years past was the only means of exit or entrance 
from the main channel into this area. There are some piers along the 
northernend. During the war the military dredged a channel known 
as the Arlington Channel from the main Mobile ship channel into a 
terminal used primarily by the Brookley Air Force Base. So at the 
present time there is a circuit of channels in here and in here. 
Indicating. | 

This project is in the Federal project at the present time for the 
area. Local interests are desirious of developing this Sand Island 
and have requested authority to put a causeway across the channel, 
which will in effect interrupt navigation across there. The Chief 
of Kngineers has no objection to that. The district engineer put out 
pub slic notices to all of the agencies concerned with using the channel 
‘There were no objections to the proposal. 

It is felt that such a closing is not damaging to navigation in view 
of the fact that a sufficient wide and sufficiently deep channel is 
available from the Mobile ship channel here in to the interests which 
are now being served by the Garrows Bend Channel. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Did the district engineer hold hearing on this? 

Colonel Auten. I will look at the public notice which I have here. 
No, sir. He did not hold a public hearing, but sent notices to all 
interested parties on January 7 this year. However, there was no 
public hearing held. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Is it not unusual to hold a public hearing on a 
matter of this kind? 

Colonel Atten. A public hearing would have been held had a large 
number of protests been received, and some response received to the 
effect that it was damaging. But out of all the agencies to which the 
notice was sent, none of them objected, so a hearing was not held. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Is anybody being benefited from the closing ? 

Colonel AtLEN. No navigation interests. 

Mr. Scupper. I mean, are some property owners or individuals be 
ing benefitted ? 

Colonel ALLEN. Presumably there would be some benefits to the city 
in this development out here, but the agency making the request was 
the city of Mobile and the State of Alabama. They made the request 
for the permit. 

Mr. Scupper. The city would gain the property, more than likely, 
that would be abandoned by the canal. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS OMNIBUS BILL 933 


Colonel Atten. That is correct. Also they propose in developing 
this area here to take the material with which they will build up this 
area, from this channel. So they are going to widen and deepen this 
entrance channel over and above its project depths in order to obtain 
material for Sand Island. 

Mr. Scupper. It will be public property, though, and not private? 

Colonel Auten. They are going to build a sewage-treatment plant 
on the island—the city is. 

Mr. Scupper. I thought there would be some benefit accruing to 
someone, 

Mr. Neau, Will the city of Mobile absorb this cost ¢ 

Colonel ALLEN. Yes, sir. There will be no cost to the Federal Gov 
ernment. 

Mr. Neat. It is a little unusual to have local interests ask for 
abandonment of a channel, rather than to create more. 

Colonel AtLen. Yes, sir, it is. And had there been no Arlington 
Channel in here, of course, it would have been impossible to approve. 
But since there is exit and entrance from this area here, this one serves 
no purpose and in effect it will benefit the United States by reason of 
not having to maintain it. 

Mr. Neat. The United States Government dredged that smaller 
channel you speak of and still uses it? 

Colonel Atiten. Yes, sir. This was dredged as a civil works project 
and this was dredged as a military project. 

Mr. Neat. And borrowing material from that project now would 
be an advantage to the Federal Government rather than a disadvan- 
tage ¢ 

Colonel Aten. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucutncwoss. I have a letter addressed to the chairman of the 
full committee, Mr. Dondero, dated June 16, 1954, from the Secretary 
of the Army, Hon. Robert T. Stevens, in which he states that the 
Department of the Army offers no objection to the favorable considera- 
tion of the above-mentioned bill, and that the bill does not involve the 
expenditure of funds by the United States. 

Without objection this entire letter will be placed in the record. 

(The letter from the Secretary of the Army is as follows :) 

JUNE 16, 1954. 
Hon. George A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your recent request for the views 
of the Department of the Army with respect to H. R. 8877, 83d Congress, a bill 
granting the consent of Congress to the city of Mobile, Ala., and the State of 
Alabama, their successors and assigns, the right to close Garrows Bend Channel, 
Mobile County, Ala., by the construction of an earth-filled causeway across said 
channel in the county of Mobile, State of Alabama. 

The Department of the Army offers no objection to favorable consideration of 
the above-mentioned bill. 

Garrows Bend Channel] lies between the mainland and McDuffie Island and is 
part of the authorized Federal project for Mobile Harbor. It connects to the 
north directly with the main Bay Channel and to the south by way of Arlington 
Channel. The State of Alabama plans a solid-fill causeway across Garrows Bend 
Channel to carry a road, railroad span, and sewer lines to a proposed sewage treat- 
ment plant on McDuffie Island. It is also proposed to develop an industrial area 
on the island. Fill material would be dredged from existing project channels 
resulting in appreciable savings to the Government. Industries located on Gar- 
rows Bend Channel have access by way of Arlington Channel, therefore would 
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not be deprived of a deep-water channel by construction of the causeway. Plans 
of the proposed causeway were submitted for approval to this Department as 
required by section 9 of the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1899 (33 U.S 
401), and the State of Alabama was advised that the prior consent of Congress 
must be obtained since the causeway would result in the closure of a channe 
authorized by the Congress. They have also been advised that favorable con 
sideration to approval of the plans can be expected upon enactment of necessary 
legislation. 
The bill does not involve the expenditure of funds by the United States. 
The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to th: 
submission of the above-mentioned report on S. 3367, an identical bill. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army 


Mr. Avcurncioss. I understand that our colleague, Mr. Boyki 


would like to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK W. BOYKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA—Resumed 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, I do not believ: 
it is necessary at all for me to make a statement because this is just 
something we gave the Government and that they are giving back t 

is, but we have to get permission to close a little channel there where 
we are going to have a great development for the State of Alabama. 

McDuffie Island Quarantine Station has been abandoned. It is 
covered pretty fully in this little statement and if it meets with you 
approval I will just put the statement in the record. 

This does not involve the expenditure of any money. It has beet 

approved by the State and county and city, but we do have to have 
ob approv: al of the Federal Government. 

I certainly appreciate your giving it consideration as soon as you 
can so that we can start on the proposition. It is truly something that 
will help eve rybody and will not hurt anybody. 

The Corps of Army Engineers has passed on this and : ree 
I will file my statement which has all of the factual material in it, 
and it will save your time. I do appreciate vou and these pisey alan 

iving me this minute or two of time. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. Thank you very much, Mr. Boykin. Are there 
any questions ? 

(No response, ) 

Mr. Aucurncioss. Without objection, Mr. Boykin’s prepared state 
ment will be made a part of the record at this point, and if there are 
no further questions the record on H. R. 8877 will be closed. 

{ Mr. Boy kin’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


I NT OF Hon. FRANK W. BOYKIN, MADE TO tHE HoUsE PUrRLIC Works 
COMMITTEE ON JUNE 28, 1954, In CONNECTION Witn H. R. 8877. a Br 
GRANTING THE CONSENT OF CONGRESS TO THE CITy OF MorrLe, ALA., AND THE 
STATE OF ALABAMA, THEIR SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS, THE RIGHT To CLos! 
GARROWS BEND CHANNEL, MosBILe Country, Ata., By THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN 
HARTH-Fitcep CAUSEWAY Across Samp CHANNEL IN THE CoUNTYy oF MOoBILE 
STATE OF ALARAMA 


Gentlemen, the State of Alabama Department of Conservation, and the Board 
of Water and Sewer Commissioners of the City of Mobile, and the industrial de 
velopment advisory committee of the Mobile Chamber of Commerce, are greatly 
interested in the possibility of developing McDuffie Island as an industrial adjunct 
to the port of Mobile. This property has been returned to the State of Alabama 
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by the Federal Government after the quarantine station on the island was 
abandoned. 

We have a serious pollution problem, and on several occasions portions of 
Mobile Bay have been closed to certain seafood operations because of this pollu- 
tion, and it is now planned to build a new sewage disposal plant for the city of 
Mobile on this island. All of the State and local interests, in consultation with 
local railroad, manufacturing, and military establishments, decided that the 
Garrows Bend Channel which runs along the north side of McDuffie Island 
might be closed as far as deep-water navigation is concerned, as the channel on 
the south side of the island is widening. The State department of conservation 
has entered into a tentative agreement with the Water and Sewer Board of Mobile 
to deed them approximately 45 acres of land on McDuffie Island in return for 
which they will construct a causeway from the mainland to the island 

The State director of conservation filed a formal request for the closing of this 
channel with the district engineer at Mobile and was advised by him that there 
were no outstanding protests against the plan. It is proposed to close the 
channel with an earth fill. 

I understand that there was only one protest against the proposal to close 
the channel, and it was later withdrawn. In order for the State and the sewage 
and water board and the industrial development advisory committee of the 
Mobile Chamber of Commerce to proceed with their plans, the consent of Con 
gress for the closing of the channel will be necessary. The need for the sewage 
disposal plant is urgent and, primarily for this reason, I trust your committee 
will see fit to approve the closing of this Garrows Bend Channel. 

Your chairman is in receipt of a copy of a letter from Mr. O. H. Delchamps, 
president of the Mobile Chamber of Commerce, dated May 21, 1954, in which 
Mr. Delchamps outlines the need for this legislation. I have also received letters 
from Hon. Henry R. Luscher, mayor, city of Mobile; Hon. Joseph N. Langan, 
city commissioner of the city of Mobile; Hon. H. Austill Pharr, president of the 
First National Bank of Mobile, Ala.; Hon. A. Danner Frazer, chairman of the 
Board of Water and Sewer Commissioners of the city of Mobile; Col. Harry L. 
Fox, the district engineer at Mobile: and Hon. Earl M. McGowan, Alabama State 
director of conservation, in behalf of this legislation. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION AND Survey Irems For Omnipsus Bint 


Mr. Aucuincioss. Now, I have on the agenda preliminary exam- 
ination and survey items for the omnibus bill, under which is listed 
the channel from the Gulf of Mexico into Choctawhatchee Bay, Fla., 
in the vicinity of Point Washington. Colonel Allen, do you want to 
tell us something about that. 

Colonel AtLtEN. We have no map on this, Mr. Chairman. It is 
merely a request to direct the Secretary of the Army and the Chief 
of Engineers to make a preliminary examination and survey of an 
area in Florida from the Gulf of Mexico into Choctawhatchee Bay 
in the vicinity of Point Washington. 

Mr. OaKkman. How much is involved in making the survey? 

Colonel Aten. It is estimated the preliminary examination and 
survey will cost in the vicinity of $2,500. Of course, it will be placed 
on the list with other authorized prelimin: iry eXaminations and sur- 
veys, with no commitment being made as to when it can be accom- 
plished. 

Mr. Mack. That requires only a resolution by the committee and 
need not be included in the omnibus bill, does it ? 

Colonel Atxien. It should be included because it is not a review re 
port, but is a new area being examined. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Are there any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Avcurincioss. That concludes the agenda for the day. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m. the hearing was concluded.) 


x 





